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Tue aim of this Essay is to collect and arrange 
materials for a history of the Procession-dogma 
which lie scattered in the ecclesiastical writers and 
councils of the first eight centuries. 
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8, line 14, for Procopowitz read Procopowicz. 

4 29, for Iot read Il. 

13, »,. 17, [The MS. recently discovered at Constantinople con- 
tains the entire Greek Ep. of Barnabas: cf. Bryennius, 
mponey. 7'.] 

53, 5, 31, jor processions vead procession. 


- 54, 9, 18, for Patri read Patris. 


85, last line, for DYID read DYID. 

97, 5, 16, for oupmrepixwpnots read Tepixepnots. 
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107, 5, 32, for cadyveéas read cadnyelas. 


‘108, ,, 18, for meydhw read peyddy. 


124, 5, 27, for obtineret read obtineant. 

131, last line, after dyidfew dele comma. 

133, mole 2, transfer to note 1 all that follows the reference. 
135, “ime 34, for canonis vead canones. 

139, 55 23, for 11, 12 read 13—15. 

158, , 1, jor will read shall. 

18x, ,, 30, for 6 read 3. 

183, ote 3, dele Nullam nunc—sunt. 





SI QUA DE MEO, ET TU IGNOSCE ET TUT. 


ON THE 


Moot ORY OF sLHE, DOCTRINE OF THE 
OC ESStONOm THE HOLY SPIRIT: 


4a lol a 
Ev Sopa xal ev Tvedpa. 


}Z S. Paul, Ephes. iv. 4. 


Tue whole Church believes and teaches that the 
Holy Spirit “proceedeth from the Father.” But 
to this article of the Catholic Faith the Eastern 
Churches for the most part annex the limitation 
which they conceive to be implied in the original 
words, “ From the Father only”.”. The Churches of 
the West, on the contrary, extend the language 
of the Creed, adding, “And from the Son3,” It is 


1 Tluorevopey... els To Tlvedpa 7o “Ayiov...Td €k Tov Tlarpos éxro- 
pevowevoyv. The Fourth Oecumenical Council sanctioned the Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed, adding, [ept...rov Tlarpos kat Yiod kal tov 
“Aylov Ilvevparos €xdsdaoKket TO TEAELOY. 

* The “Orthodox Confession” which was drawn up by the 
metropolitan of Kiew for the use of the Russian Church, issued in 
1643 by the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and 
Jerusalem, and sanctioned by a Synod at Jerusalem in 1672 (6p60- 
dofos dpodoyia tis KaOodixns Kal amooroXiKHs exkAnoias THs dvaTodiKis)s 
sets forth that the Holy Ghost éxmopeverat ek povov tod Iarpos os 
mnyis Kal dpxis Ths OedryTos ...... ék p.dvov Tow Ilarpos aircaroy Kal éxzro- 
pevrov, Sia S€ Tod Yiod ev TH Kdop@ amoorehAopevoy (Kimmel, Mon. 
Fid. Eccl. Orient. p. 142. Winer, Confessions of Christendom, p. 67, 
chp, 13 (Engl. Er.). 

3 At the third Session of the Roman Co. of Trent (Feb. 4, 1546), that 
Synod expressly sanctioned the “Nicene” Creed, including the 
Filiogue : “symbolum fidei quo S. R. Ecclesia utitur...totidem verbis 
quibus in omnibus ecclesiis legitur exprimendam esse censuit.” 


s) I 


2 Catholic doctrine. Eastern and Western views. 


to be remembered, however, that the Eastern limit- 
ation has reference only to the essential and eternal 
derivation of the Holy Ghost!; while the Western 
addition has been authoritatively explained to mean 
that the Third Person of the Holy Trinity pro- 
ceeds from the First Person and from the Second 
as from One Principle and by one spiration?. 

It is the purpose of these pages to examine the 
history of this doctrine and of the controversies which 
are associated with it. With this object in view, 
it will not be necessary to enter into the intricacies 
of the theological argument, or to assume as final 
any solution of a problem upon which the Univer- 
sal Church has mot yet pronounced, Our business 
will rather be to mark the rise and fluctuations of 
both Christian and heretical thought upon this sub- 
ject: to trace the gradual emergence of the Catholic 
doctrine so far as it has already been received: 


The Anglican Church also affirms (Art. vill.) ‘‘Symbola tria Ni- 
caenum &c.... omnino recipienda sunt et credenda ;? meaning no 
doubt by the Symbolum Nicaenum the form which is so called in 
the English Order for Holy Communion, and which contains the 
Filiogue. Art. V. distinctly asserts the doctrine: “Sp. S... a Patre 
et Filio procedens.” 

1 Thus in the Confession of Metrophanes Critopulus (Kimmel, 
p- 30) we read, Téwrerae pev\rd “Aytoy Tvedpa ex Iatpos 8&2 Yiod 4 Kal 
€€ duhoiy, cal xopnyeitar kai yivdoKerar €€ duoiv exer Se 
airlay ths avtod avapxov imdpews Tov dvapxov avtod mpoodéa kal 
Tlarépa rod Kupiov nur I. X. 

2 At Sa ip was defined, To Ivetua rd “Ayiov ex rod Tarpés 
kai Tov Yiov didiws éotl kal tHY €avrod ovciay Kal TO UarapKTiKdy adbrod 
civas Exew €k Tod Tlarpos dpa kal Tod Yiod, cat €& dudorépay 
aidiws @s dmo pias dpxfis Kal povadiKis mpoBoArAs éxropevera 
(Mansi, t. 31, p. 1029). Inthe Vatican Synod of 1870 it was proposed 
to re-affirm this interpretation for the Roman communion: Schema de 
@octr. cathol. i. “Spirits Si... a Patre et Filio tamquam ab uno prin- 
cipio una spiratione aeterna procedit.” The English Church, having 


no special teaching upon the subject, may be understood to hold by 
the Florentine definition. 


Lhe subject one of present interest. 5 


and from the experiences of the past to seek 
help in the conduct of a still undetermined con- 
troversy. The subject is indeed of more than 
merely historical interest. A question so closely 
connected with the central mystery of the Faith 
can never become obsolete, until it has received 
an answer in which the whole Church concurs?. 
At the present time, the instinct for re-union which 
is so manifestly working throughout Christendom, 
has again turned our thoughts to this old battle-field 
of East and West. It may be idle to expect that 


} In 1861 Dean Stanley wrote (Eastern Church, p. 62), “It [the 
Filiogue question] is an excellent specimen of the race of ‘extinct 
controversies.” Events have scarcely justified this verdict. Here in 
England the subject was brought to the front again by the visit of 
the late Archbishop of Syros and Tenos in 1870. In Germany, during 
the past year (1875) it has formed the principal matter of debate 
between the Easterns, Anglicans, and Old Catholics assembled at the 
Bonn Conference. The bitterness of the controversy is past: the 
controversy itself seems to be just entering on a new stage, possibly 
indeed the last stage, of its long life. 

2 The following are the terms of union provisionally adopted at 
the recent Bonn Conference. It remains to be seen whether they will 
find acceptance with the Eastern and Anglican communions as a 
whole. 

“We accept the teaching of S. John Damascene on the Holy 
Ghost, as it is expressed in the following paragraphs, in the sense 
of the teaching of the ancient undivided Church: 

1. The Holy Ghost issues out of the Father as the Beginning 
(a¢px7), the Cause (airia), the Source (any) of the Godhead. 

2. The Holy Ghost does not issue out of the Son (ék rod Yiod), 
because there is in the Godhead but one Beginning (dp x7), one Cause 
(airia), through which all that is in the Godhead is produced. 

3. The Holy Ghost issues out of the Father through the Son. 

4. The Holy Ghost is the Image of the Son, Who is the Image 
of the Father, issuing out of the Father and resting in the Son as His 
revealing power. 

5. The Holy Ghost is the personal production out of the Father, 
belonging to the Son, but not out of the Son, because He is the Spirit 
of the mouth of God declaratory of the Word. 

6. The Holy Ghost forms the link between the Father and the 
Son, and is linked to the Father by the Son.” 


2 


4 Ends to be gained by a discussion of ws history. 


any considerable addition can now be made to the 
arguments which have been accumulated by theo- 
logians on either side during more than a thousand 
years. But it is surely not unreasonable to hope 
for a solution of some of the ecclesiastical difficul- 
ties by which the question is perplexed; a solution 
to be obtained in the calm review of the course of 
events which has led each of the great sections of 
the Church to its present conclusions, An exami- 
nation of the facts may at least serve to suggest 
the mutual forbearance which springs from the con- 
sciousness that faults have not been wanting on 
either side, and which gives the fairest promise of 
a real and permanent reconciliation. 


S. John xv. 26. 5 


Gingcr LieR T! 


FROM THE APOSTLES TO THE APOLOGISTS. 


“De Spiritu Sancto verissime dicitur, ‘ Processionem Ejus quis 
enarrabit?’”’ 
S. Augustine, c. Maxim. 1. 14. 


Aw essay on the history of this doctrine may fitly 
begin with some notice of the solitary passage 
in the New Testament from which the Church 
has derived her conception or at all events her ex- 
pression of the mystery. The Gospel of S, John, 
to which we owe the deepest and fullest revelations 
of the Person of Christ, has preserved the following 
declaration of Our Lord with regard to the Mission 
and Being of the Holy Ghost: 

“Orav €On 0 Hapdkdytos ov eyo Téupo dpiv wapa 
tov Ilarpos, 70 TIvetpa trys adnbelas 6 mapa Tod 
Tlarpos éxmopeverat, exetvos waptupyores rept euod!, 


1S. John xv. 26. The following are the only variants of any 
moment. Codex Bezae, supported by the Gothic version and Epipha- 
nius (Laer. LXXIV. 9), exhibits reya@. To mapa rov Ilarpos D adds pov 
bis: so the Peshito Syriac (uae nal (2). In the former of 
the two instances this addition is supported by several cursives, 
including Evan. 33 and three of those collated by Mr Scrivener, On 
the other hand the first wapa tov Ilarpos is omitted altogether by the 
late uncial G and by Epiph. (4. c.). 


The Vulgate gives the verse thus: “Cum autem venerit Paraclitus 
* 


On 


Origin of the term 


In this verse the Paraclete is twice stated to be 
“from the Father,” i.e, as the context seems to 
shew, to derive His essence from the Father! ; and 
this derivation is further expressed by the use of 


quem ego mittam vobis a Patre Spiritum veritatis qui a Patre pro- 
cedit, ille testimonium perhibebit de me.” In the Old Latin and 
Itala the following readings occur. For mzttam Cod. Bezae and one 
of the Corbie MSS. (7?) give mztto. After a Patre, meo is added in 
the first instance by Codd. Vercell., Bezae: Novatian, Ambrose (on 
Ps. Ixi.), and Vigilius of Fapsus: in the second, by Codd. Veron., 
Colbert., Bezae: Novatian, Hilary, Ambrose, Vigilius. For gwz one of 
the Codd. Sangerman. (g!) has guza. For procedit Codex Bezae exhibits 
prodit: Jerome once [but when commenting on Is. lvii. 16 “spiritus 
a me egredietur”| has egredztur and Victorinus Afer adveniet. De 
Patre is read by Cod. Vercell., Novatian and Jerome /. c. 

1 T append a few specimens of the patristic exegesis of S. John 
xv. 26, 

A. Greek Fathers and Commentators. 

S. Chrysostom (7 Foann. Hont., Migne LIX. 417), 7d dé £6 mapa rod 
Tlarpos éxmopeveras’ Sydoi dre mdvra oidev axpiBds...dv eysds méprpo.’ 
idod ovk ere 6 Tlat)p povos, adda kal 6 Yids eorw 6 réprror. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia (Caten. Corderii p. 388), émipaprupet rd 
IIveipa rois Aeyouevos, 0 €€ avrijs rod Ilarpds rijs ovoias fyee Thy 
Urapéwy...puockyy exeibev mpdodoy eheye Sia Tow ‘ exopeverat.” 

Theodoret (Haer. fab. V. 3, Migne LXXXIII. 456), ra@ 6¢ imei, 
“ek tod Tlarpos exmopeverar, Serge mnyyv dvra tod Tvevparos roy 
Tarépa’ kal ove etwev ‘éxmopevoerat, add’ ‘ éxropeverat, Seuxvis Kat THs 
pioews thy ravTornra Kal THs ovaias Tb ErpNTOY. 

S. Cyril of Alexandria (cw Foann. Comm., Migne LXXxtv. 418—9), 
domep yap €or idioy Uvedpa rod Yiod duoixds év auT@ TE vmdpyxoy 
kai O¢ avrod mpoisv, ovr Kat tod Tarpos... ei...ovK ek Too Tlarpés 
exmopeveTal, TOUT eat ek THs ovcias avTod, 6 Yids...rds ovK ey apeivoce 
vooiro ay To Ivedpa mapa roy Yidv; 

Theophylact iets Cea. 205), orav S€ dxovens dri ‘ exrropeverat,’ 
pn voer dmoorohny Thy exmopevory...ddrda vow) Urapkis eorw 7) €xTro- 
pévots. 

Hathymaius Zigabenus (Migne CHXIX, 1420), mapa rod Iarpos dé 
EKTOPEVETAL WS EK THS OVTias avTov Gy. Oto Kal ofde TavTA Td TOD Ilarpos 
@omep kat o Yios. 

B. Latin Fathers. 

Ss. Hilary of Poitiers (de Trin. vil. 19, Migne X. 250), consis- 
tentis egressionem an geniti processionem; cf. XII. 55 Spiritu Tuo ex 
Te profecto et per Eum misso: 2/7. genitum Spiritum S. non dicturus 
sim. 


S. Ambrose (de S%. S.1. 11, Migne xv. 762), non quasi ex loco 


‘ Processton’. 7 


a verb, which has in consequence received a re- 
cognized place in the terminology of the Universal 
Church. Through the Latin version of the Go- 
spels which before the end of the second century 
was already current in North Africa, the Western 
Church learnt to speak of the Processéol: whilst 


mittitur Sp. aut quasi ex loco procedit...cum procedit a Patre et 
Filio, non separatur a Patre, non separatur a Filio, 

S. Augustine (c. Maxim. 11. 14, Migne XLII. 770), de Patre est Filius, 
de Patre est Sp. S.; sed ille genitus est, iste procedens...de illo Filius 
ait ‘De Patre procedit’ quoniam Pater processionis ejus est auctor. 
Lb. de Trin. 1. 29, sicut Spiritui Sancto...est a Patre procedere : 
ita mitti est cognosci quia ab illo procedat. 

Ven. Bede (Hom. 11. 13, Migne XclIv. 182), mittitur profecto 
Spiritus a Patre, mittitur et a Filio; quia et ejus missio ipsa processio 
est qua ex Patre procedit et Filio. [cf. Alcuin (Migne c. 949), Haymo 
(CXVIII. 550) &c. ; Bellarmin. de Chr. 11. § xx1t., “missio secundum 
productionem”]. 

In later times the opposite view—that by procession no more is 
intended than simple mission, and that the passage in S. John has 
therefore no real bearing on the ecclesiastical dogma of the productio 
naturalis, seems to have been put forth first by Beza, who has been 
followed by a host of modern expositors, e.g. Rosenmiiller, Lampe, 
Luthardt, Meyer, and in part by Tholuck and Alford. On the other 
hand the traditional interpretation has been upheld by Grotius [“ qui 
de Patris ipsius substantia procedit et ab ipso emanat”], Stier, 
Olshausen ;. by theologians of the Latin and Greek Churches, and 
by the best of the Anglican divines. 

1 Procedit was the rendering of ékxmopeverar in the old Latin 
version as known to Novatian, S. Hilary, and S. Ambrose: see the 
note to p. 5 (swpr.). Tertullian does not quote S. John xv. 26, but 
he uses procedere of the Son’s generation (adv. Prax. 7). In the 
Vulgate (N.T.) Jrocedo is the equivalent of epyopar rpoépxopat mpoo- 
épxomat (of each once), é€épxopa: (seven times), mpoSaivw (four times), 
éxmopevouat (sixteen times). Other verbs by which the Vulg. renders 
éxmop. are ejicior (once), divulgur (once), proficiscor (twice), egredior 
(six times), eveo (eight times). On the lexical and theological uses 
of procedere see Procopowicz, de process. Sp. S. pp. 2,3. “ Verbum 
procedendi in latino quidem sermone minime id quod in nostro negotio 
sonat.,.sed procedere idem est ac progredi, hoc est, de loco in locum 
moveri. ... In hac vero controversia ... abusive ... accipitur, idque 
dupliciter: primo idem valet ac m¢éi...secunda autem et quidem 
vulgatissima apud theologos verbi istius usurpatio est pro ortu Sp. 
Sancti ex causa seu principio suo.” 


8 Use of éxrropedomar in the New Testament 


the original word has long been used by the teachers 
of the Greek Church to represent the property 
which distinguishes the Holy Spirit from the Father 
andthe Son: 

In this dogmatic sense the verb éxopevopat, pro- 
cedo, is used by S. John alone among the writers 
of the New Testament, and by him only in this 
one verse of his Gospel, if we except a mystical 
passage in the Apocalypse of which the meaning 
is not equally clear’, But the word was in some 


1 Other terms common in the Greek fathers are éxmepis, mpo€- 
Aevors, mpoodos. For éxmopevecOar we find mpoepxyecOat, mpoiévar, mpo- 
xeioba, etc. Cf. Suicer (s. vu. éxmop.) Petav. de Trin, VII. X. 4. 
Procopowitz, p. 26, zoze, 

2xxi. 1. &evE€ or motapoy bdatos Cwas Aapmpoyv ws KpvoTaddov 
exmropevopevoy €k TOU Opovov Tod Oeov Kat tod dpviov. Cf. Gosp. of S. 
John vii. 38, 39 worayol...ddaros Cdvros...todro dé eiwev wept rod Ivev- 
patos: and the vision of Ezekiel xlvii. to which both passages pro- 
bably allude; also Zech. xiv. 8, e€eXevoerar Vdwp Cav é& ‘Tepovoadnu. 
In Cramer’s Catena (VIII. 577) the verse in the Apocalypse is thus 
interpreted : ris dv ‘Fepovoadnp 6 memANp@pevos VdaTw@v TOAAGY ToTaBOS 
Tov Ocov exmopevdpevos TO Cwomoroy Ilvedpa éoriy ek TOU Geod Kal 
Ilatpos éxropevopevoy kat Sia tov Apviov dia pevou Tov vrepratav 
Suvapewv, at Opovos tod Cod dvopatovrat, tas mAatelas mAnpouv Ths 
aylas modcws, Sndady TO mAHOos adtns. This is the comment of the 
earliest Greek expositor of the entire Apocalypse, S. Andrew of 
Cappadocia. S. Ambrose also among the Latins interprets “ Hic est 
utique fluvius de sede Dei procedens, hoc est Spiritus Sanctus, quem 
bibit qui credit in Christum.” (De Sf. S. 101—20.) But there 
does not seem to be anything like a consensus for this view of the 
passage. The morapos éxopevdoueros is variously explained as the 
symbol of Holy Baptism (Cramer 74. pp. 490—1); of the “grace of 
spiritual instruction,” (Victorinus) of the blessedness of the saved, 
the fruit of Baptism, (Primasius, Bede, Walafrid Strabo). Ina com- 
mentary which is printed among the works of Ambrose (Migne XVII. 
843 sq.) the “river” of Apoc. xxii. is distinguished from the “torrent” 
of Ezek. xlvii. as follows: “Per torrentem scripturam divinam intel- 
ligere debemus quae de templo i.e. de ecclesia egreditur. ...Joannes 
autem non torrentem sed fluvium a sede Dei et Agni procedentem 
sibi ostensum fuisse docet....Per fluvium qui nullo ardore solis exsiccatur 
gloria sanctorum perpetua intelligitur. Qui a sede &c. procedere 
dicitur quia ab illo fluvius gloriae Sanctorum procedet a quo illis in 
carne positis processit fluvius omnium bonorum,” 


and in the Septuagint. 9 


degree prepared for its high purpose by the uses 
to which it had been applied in the Septuagint. 
The Alexandrian translators of the Old Testament 
employed it to express the issue of rivers from their 
sources, of light from fire, of the wind from its 
quarter, of the offspring from the parent, of speech 
from the lips, and in particular, of Divine utterances 
from the mouth of God. It had served to describe 
the self-manifestations of Deity, as at the lawgiving 
and in judgment?. A word with this history was 


1 The following are examples: (a) Gen. ii. 10, morapos éxmopev- 
erat €& “Edéu: Deut. viii. 7, myyai dBicowr éxmopevopevar dia Tay 
medioy: Ezek. xlvii. 1, ddop efemopeveto vroxdtwbev tov aidpiov. 
(4) Ezek. i. 13, €x rod mupos é£emopeverto dorpany. (c) Jer. xxxii. 18, 
Aatday peyddn exmopeverar am éaxarov ths yas. (@) Jud. viii. 30, 
viot E88opnxovra éxropevdpevouw, Job iii. 16, &krpapa_ exmopevopevoy 
éx pyrpas. (e) Num. xxxii. 24, rd éxmopevdpevov €k Tod ordparos 
spav momoere. Deut. viii. 3 [cf. S. Matt. iv. 4], emt mavrt pyyare 76 
éxmopevopéva dia ardparos Ocod (yoerar 6 dvOpwmos. Ps, Ixxxvili. 
34, Ta exmopevopeva dia Tov xErhéav pou od py dOetHTw. Ezek. 
xxxiii, 30, ra éxmopevopeva mapa Kupiov.( f) Ps. Ixvii. 8, 6 cos 
ev TO exrropeverOai oe. Mic. i. 3, Kupuos éxmopevetat ek Tov Tomov 
avrov. 

In all these instances except Job iii. 16, Jer. xxxii. 18 (=xxv. 32 
-Hebr.) éxmopedopa: is used to translate ®¥} (S¥i1D), and: this is the 
case throughout the Septuagint in the proportion of eight instances 
to one. In Dan. vii. 10 (morapés mupos [exmopevopevos] eidkev ep- 
mpoabev avrod), éxmop. is, if genuine, the representative of the Chaldee 
PD]: cf. ws in the Pesh. Syr. of John xv. 26. Apoc. xxii. I. 

“A still more usual representative of 8¥ in the LXX. is é£épyopar, 
by which it is translated in about 500 instances (Trommius, i A 
"EEépxouu is used (though not for Ns?) in Esa, lvii. 16, a passage 
which in its Greek dress bears a strong likeness to Jokn xv. 26, mvedpa 
yap map’ epou e€ehevoerat [a me exiet Vet. Lat., a facie mea egredietur. 
Vulg.]: on which S. Irenaeus comments (haer. V. 13, 2), Iveta tdo- 
nowy TO Kal mVEvpaTiKoY duTov [SC. TOY avOperov | drrorehody.. dias ent 7a 
Gcod td£as Tod exxéovros adrd. The Hebr., however (MOY. 2871 2), 
gives a widely different sense, and the other Greek versions are not in 
agreement with the LXX.: cf. Field, Origenzs Hexapla, II. P. 544. 

With regard to the prepositions which follow éxmopevopa, it will 
be observed that dé, éx, mapa and dia are employed by the LXX., 
and there is a similar diversity of use in the N. T., mapa however 
occurring only in S. John xv. 26. It is probably chosen there to 


10 Reticence of the Early Church 


not inappropriately chosen to signify the eternal 
“goings forth!” of a Divine Person Whose special 
symbols are water, wind, and light, Who “‘spake by 
the Prophets,” and Whose office it is to glorify the 
Son and in the Son the Father also. 

The adoption on the part of the Church of this 
expressive and divinely chosen term was however 
by no means immediate, or so early and general 
as we might have expected. No Creed or rule of 
faith recalls the words of S. John before the 
middle of the fourth century. The employment of 
the verb éxopevoua, procedo, in reference to the 
Person of the Holy Spirit, is in Ante-Nicene writers, 
so far as I have been able to observe, exceedingly 
rare. Of the Generation or Procession of the Son 
we read much: of the Procession of the Holy 
Ghost, in express terms, almost nothing. In the 
first two,centuries heresy entered more largely 
than Catholic Christianity into the question of the 
Spirits relation to the Father and the Son. The 
earliest Church for the most part was satisfied with 
‘ an implicit faith, and an informal and sometimes lax 
manner of expressing her belief*. At length, con- 


express ‘from being with’ [Maldonatus: ab eo loco ubi Pater est, a 
sinu Patris], a sense commonly belonging to it in the theological 
language of S. John’s Gospel: see c. i. 14, s povoyevods mapa Ilatpos 
[cf. zzfr. 18, 6 povoyerts vids 6 @y eis Tov KOATOV Tod Ilarpos|: Vi. 46, 
6 Oy Tapa Tod Geod otros Edpaxey Tov Ilarépa: Vii. 29, wap’ avrod eit 
kdkeivos pe dméoteikev: XVi. 27, mapa [v. 1. ex] rod Ceod eEfAOov: xvii. 
8, mapa aod e&j\Oov...0v pe dméorethas. The change of mapa into ék 
in the Creed is curious, and may have been due to imperfect 
recollection of the original, since no variant exists in any known MS, 
of the Gospel. Compare, however, 1 Cor, ii. 12, rd Ilvedpa 76 ek Tod 
cov’ and see ch. iv. (27/7). 

* €€o8ou avrod (YNNYND) dw dpyijs €& rpepdv aidvos, Mic. v. 2 [in 
reference to the Son]. : 

4 “ The Church needed a long education before she was fitted to be 
the expositor of the true Apostolic doctrine. A conflict of more than 


on the subject. S. Clement of Rome: II 


vinced of the necessity of defending herself against 
heretical perversions of the truth, and at the same 
time schooled to greater exactness of thought and 
language by the growth of culture within her own 
pale, she sought for a form of speech which should 
precisely set forth her teaching upon this subject, 
and found it in the very words of Our Lord as they 
stand recorded in the Fourth Gospel. 

Between the date of S. John’s Gospel and that 
of the earliest of sub-apostolic writings the interval 
is probably at the most not greater than fifteen 
years’, S. Clement of Rome was a contemporary 
of S. John, and, if we may believe Eusebius, barely 
survived the last of the Apostles*» But his one 
genuine Epistle exhibits little evidence of an ac- 
quaintance with S. John’s writings and contains no 
certain allusion to the Gospel®. On the Procession 
of the Holy Spirit it is silent. The presence and 
work of the Paraclete are fully recognized; His 


two centuries with Gnostics, Ebionites, Sabellians, Arians, supplied 
the necessary discipline. The true successors of the Apostles in this 
respect are not the fathers of the second century, but the fathers of the 
third and fourth centuries.” Lightfoot, Colosstans, p: 191: If this is 
true in reference to the Christology of the Church, it is true a fortiori 
with regard to the obscurer doctrine of the Holy Ghost. 

' Dr Lightfoot places the Ep. of S. Clement “about the year 95” 
(S. Clement, p. 5). Cf. Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, 
p- 61. Jnzjfr. p. 269: “it is very possible that the Gospel was not 
published or barely published when Clement of Rome wrote his 
Epistle.” 

2 Compare Euseb. Ill. 34 with 23, éree rpiro ris rod [Tpaiavod] 
dpxjs KAjpns...dvadver tov Biov. [o "Ioavyns| mapépewe..-pléxpt TOY 
Tpaiavod xpovav. 

3 Dr Westcott (Ox the Canon, p. 25) finds indications of “the in- 
fluence of S. John.” Meyer (Comm. on S. Fohn, E. Tr. p.5) denies 
that there is “any express quotation from or sure trace of any use 
of the [Fourth] Gospel” in this or any other work of an Apostolical 
Father. The newly recovered chapters of S. Clement’s Epistle do not 
quote S, John. 


12 S. Polycarp: 


personality! and Deity? are clearly implied; but 
His relation to the Father and the Son does not 
fall within the range of the writer’s teaching. He 
notices simply the effusion of the Holy Ghost and 
the effects of His grace. The Apostles, he says, 
peta mnpodopias TIveduatos “Ayiov é&mhOov: in the 
Church of Corinth, after the first preaching of the 
Gospel, mdjpys Tlvevparos “Ayiov exxvots emt mdv- 
tas eywwero*, The common gift of the One Spirit 
is regarded as the bond of Christian unity: ovyi eva 
Ocdv Eyouev kal eva Xprorov Kal év veda THs yapitos 
70 exxvlev ef nuds?; The same Holy Spirit, S. 
Clement teaches, “spake by the Prophets:” the 
Holy Scriptures are His inspirations : ot devrovpyot 
THS XapiTos Tov Oeod Sid Tvevdparos ‘Ayiov ékddyoav... 
eykenvgare eis TAS lepds ypadds tas GAnbeis tas Sid 
Tov IIvevparos Tov “Ayiov®. But this is all. No light 
is thrown as yet upon the Source from which the 
Divine Spirit proceeds’. 
S. Polycarp had been a hearer of S. John’: and 
the frequent use which he makes of the Apostolic 


} Dr Donaldson (Afostolical Fathers, p. 164) seems to regard 
S. Clement as wavering between two opposite views upon this subject, 
because while attributing to the Holy Spirit personal properties he yet 
speaks of His efuston upon Christians. But the language of S. Peter 
and S. Paul is equally open to misconstruction: Acts ii. 22, ekéyeev 
tovto. ‘Tit, ili. 6, ob e&éyeev ef’ nuads mrovclas. 

2 The newly recovered portion of the Epistle contains (with slight 
variations) the words which were ascribed to S. Clement by S. Basil 
(De Sp. S. cxxix.): Gj yap 6 Gcds Kat yj 6 Kupios Incods Xpiords Kat rd 
TIvedpa ro "Aytov, 7 re wiotis Kal 4 edals Tov exdexTav. 

eC. elit, SCN il. SG, clivag 8 ce. viii. xiv. 

” The homily known as the ‘Sécond Ep. of S. Clement,’ which, 
whoever the author may have been, dates “ probably before or 
about the middle of the second century,” and “may have emanated 
from Egypt” (Lightfoot, p. 181), has nothing to tell us as to the early 
doctrine of the Holy Spirit. The writer uses mvevpa in reference to 
the Divine Nature in Christ; c, ix. dy pev 7d mpdrov mvevma eyevero 
aap£. See also a remarkable passage in the newly recovered c. xiv. 

® Iren, ap. Euseb. H. £. v, 20, 


The Epistle of Barnabas. aide 


writings shows him to have been acquainted with 
a large part of the New Testament Canon. It has 
been said that “the influence of S. Peter, S. John, 
and S. Paul may be traced in his doctrine!”. Under 
these circumstances it is certainly singular that his 
Epistle to the Philippians contains no reference to 
the Person of the Spirit?» On the other hand the 
Epistle of Barnabas, which if wrongly ascribed to 
the companion of S. Paul, must yet take its place 
among the earliest monuments of the second cen- 
tury®, opens with a passage of some interest in 
connection with this subject. The writer begins by 
congratulating his sons and daughters in the faith 
upon their spiritual progress, adding, Ovtws euduTov 
ms Swpeds mvevpatinns ydpw eihypare’... adnOas 
Brtéra & dpiv exxexvpevov amd Tod mrovalov Tis 
dydans Kupiov Ivedpa é¢’ vpas*, Such is the read- 
ing of the Codex Sinaiticus, the only Greek MS. 
known to contain the opening verses of this Epistle. 
The Latin version, “Quia vere video in vobis 
infusum Spiritum ab honesto /ovde Dei,” suggests 
the variant myyfs°. If this conjecture be adopted, 
Barnabas will be the first Church writer who speaks 
of another Divine Person as the Fountain of the 
Holy Ghost. He uses the expression in reference 


1 Westcott, Canon, p. 36. 

2 Donaldson, Af. F. p. 238. The letter is so brief that no infer- 
ence can be based upon the fact. 

3 Not later than the first quarter of the second century.” Donald- 
son, p- 273. 

4 Tischendorf, V. 7. Sinazticum, p. 135. 

6 Hilgenfeld, WV. 7. extr. Can. recept. Barn. I. (note to 1. 8, 9), 
“ Volkm[ar] monuit vet. int., qui mAovotos ubique vertit honestus, mnyns 
reperisse pro dyamns.” Cf. Miiller, Barnabasbriey, p- 58. is 

Donaldson (4¢. F. p. 316—7) suggests that the Sinaitic Greek is 
“ either a very corrupt MS. of Barnabas, or a translation based on the 


Latin,” 


14 The Ignatian Letters 


to the temporal mission: the eternal éxdpevors is 
not in view. Yet such language seems to mark an 
advance upon the doctrine of S. Clement!. 

In the Ignatian letters we seem at times to be 
nearer to the doctrine of the Eternal Procession. 
The verb mpo€pyeoOau, which in later Church-writers 
is almost a synonym of éxmopever Oat, is twice ap- 
plied to the Incarnation, if not to the Generation 
of the Son%, Concerning the Holy Ghost the 
shorter Greek Epistle to the Philadelphians very 
plainly says that He is “from Gop,” in such a sense 
as to partake of Divine attributes: «i yap Kat kata 
capKa pé Twes HOEAnoTav Travioar, adda 7d Hvetpa ov 
mravarat, a7 GOeod Ov’ oid yap 0 Oev EPXETAL Kal 7OU 
Umdyey Kal TA KpuTTa edeyxe®. A singular metaphor 
which is found in all the recensions of the Epistle 
to the Ephesians, points to the work rather than 


1 Barnabas calls the Body of Christ “ the vessel of [His] Spirit ”"— 
ZuedAev TO ckEedos Tod IIvevpatos mpoopéepew Ovoiay (C. Vii.) TS oKedos Tod 
IIvevparos avrov dSvéacet (c. xi.) vas Spiritus suc=ztllius in the Latin. 
It seems doubtful whether the mvetya is here the Divine Nature in 
.Our Lord (so Bull, Def fd. Nicaen. I. ii. 5; Baur, Chr. Dogm. p. 508, 
inclines to this view), or the Holy Ghost who filled His humanity. 

2 Magn. 7, rov ad évds Tlarpos mpoedOovra xal eis eva dvra kal yo- 
phoavra: 26.8, 8s éorw adrot déyos [didios ovK] awd ovyhs mpoedOov: 
Cureton, Corp. Jen. pp. 65—8, cf. 26. pp. 213, 355, where the second 
passage is given as quoted by Severus of Antioch without the negative. 
Probably this was the original form of the sentence, which was altered 
by some officious copyist at a time when the idea of a ‘procession from 
silence’ was thought to suggest complicity with Valentinianism: see 
Prof. Lightfoot’s remarks in Yournal of Philology, 1. ii. pp. 525, and 
esp. his reference to Wisd, xviii. 14, 15, ovyou yap ovyfs mepiexovons 
Ta TavyTa-..0 TayvTodvvapos gov Adyos...7AaTO. 

3 Philad. 7 (Cureton, Corpg. Lgn. pp. 97-8). The longer Greek 
Epistle exhibits dA\a rd mvedpa pou ov mAavarau’ mapa yap Ocod aro 
eiAnpa. But even if this were the sounder text, the reference must 
still be to the Spirit of God dwelling in Ignatius [cf. Jacobson, Sf. .S. 
in corde Ignatit. habitans|, the meaning being fixed by the context and 
by the reference to S. John iii. 8. 
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to the Person of the Spirit. The Holy Ghost, 
Ignatius says, is the rope which, attached to the 
Cross of Jesus Christ, lifts up the soul to its 
place in the Building of God: rjroysacpevor eis oiko- 
Sop Geov Ilarpos, avapepopevor els TA vn dua. TNS 
Lnxavis “Inood 6s €otw otavpds, cxowlw xpduevor 
T@ ‘“Ayto Ivedmare'. But the prefatory matter 
with which this comparison is introduced by the early 
interpolator is remarkable, if only for the use which 
he makes of a passage (S. John xvi. 13, 14) famous 
in the later history of the Procession-dogma. Té 8é 
“Ayvov IIlvetpa (he explains) od ra tia adda Ta TOD 
Xpiorov [adet|, Kal ovK ad’ Eavtod adda dao Tod 
Kupiov, os Kat 6 Kvpios tad mapa tod Ilarpos 
npiv Katnyyeddev: ‘6 Adyos yap (dyolv) dv dxov- 
eTE OUK E€oTiV e“os GAA TOV TéeurpavTds pe TlaTpds’’ 
Kal mept Tov IIlvevpatos Tov “Ayiov, ‘Ov Aadjnoa (dy- 
av) ad éavtov, adN doa av aKxovon map épod... 
€xetvos ene Sokdoe OTL €x TOV eyov hap Bave.’ In this 
reasoning we recognize the first indications of a tend- 
ency to represent the relation of the Holy Spirit 
to the Son as corresponding with the relation of the 
Son to the Father. 

The Shepherd of Hermas is placed by the author 
of the Muratorian Fragment in the fifth or sixth 
decad of the second century?: but in virtue of the 

1 Eph. 9 (Cureton, Corp. [gn. pp. 25-6). 
2 J quote these verses once for all: 

orav ENOy € exeivos TO Llvetpu Tis ddnGeias odnyiaet dpas ev TH adn 
6cia aor ov yap Aahajoes ag’ €avrov GAN baa dkovoet Aadyjoet.. .€KEt- 
vos eue Gugeres Ort ex TOU epov iat eilh Kal wig vpiv. tavra doa 


yet 6 Iarip éud eorw' dia todto cimov OTe ek TOU é€wod AapBdver kal 
dvayyenet vpiv. 

3 The words are, “Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus nostris 
in urbe Roma Hermas conscripsit sedente cathedra urbis Romae ec- 
clesiae Pio episcopo :” z.2. between A.D. 142 and 157. The writer adds, 
“Jegi eum quidem oportet, se publicare vero in ecclesia populo neque 


16 The Shepherd of Flermas. 


quasi-canonical character with which it was invested 
by the age in which it was written, and the pri- 
mitive simplicity of its dogmatic teaching, it may 
conveniently be classed according to the common 
arrangement with the writings of the ‘Aposto- 
lical Fathers.’ A well-known passage in the Fifth 
Similitude bears indirectly upon our present sub- 
ject. Hermas interprets a parable in which the 
leading figures are the proprietor of a vineyard, his 
son, and a faithful servant to whom the care of the 
vineyard is committed. ‘This son, he explains, 
‘is the Holy Spirit: the servant is the Son of Gop. 
Yet the Son of Gop is not to be regarded as 
occupying the rank of a servant: on the contrary, 
He is invested with great authority and power. 
The Body, however, into which the Holy Spirit 
entered served the Spirit!’ The language is ob- 
scure, and the text uncertain: but there appears 
to be no sufficient reason for supposing that Her- 
mas identifies the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit 
with the hypostasis of the Son, or regards the 
former as in any sense incarnate in the Person of 
Christ?. The exigencies of his similitude have led 


inter prophetas...neque inter apostolos in finem temporum potest :” 
the very vehemence of his manner showing that some attempt had 
already been made to treat the Shepherd as part of the Canon. 
(Westcott, Canxon, pp. 177-8, 2b. 500.) 

' Hilgenfeld, MV. 7. extr. Can. recept. (Herme Pastor, p. 89), restores 
the Greek text thus: o d€ vids ro “Aytov IIvedpa ori’ 6 dé Soddos 6 
Yids tov Geod eorw...cis SovAov tTpomov ov Keita 6 Yids Tov Ceod aAN? 
els €Eovoiay peyadny Keita Kal Kuploryta...... TO Ilvedpa Td “Ayiov rd 
mpoov TO Kticay Tacay THY KTiow KaT@KLTEY 6 Oeds els odpKxa Hv €Bov- 
Aero. arn odv 7 cap ev 7 Kat@Knoev TO Tvedpa rd “Aytov eSovdevoe 
7 Ilvevpar. The moral is, Tjv odpxa cou tavtny pidacce kabapay Kai 
dpiavtoy wva 7d Ivetpa ro Karorxody év atti paptupyon avry. Hilgen- 
feld brackets 6 8€ vids ro “A. M. é. as wanting in the Cod. Lips. 

® Hefele, following Grotius and Bull, thinks that by the Holy Spirit 
in this passage Hermas means the Son: Pafr. Ap. p. 296. Baur (see 
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him, however, to represent the Holy Spirit as a Son 
of Gop: and the fact that he permitted himself 
to do so shows that as yet no accurate discrimina- 
tion had been made between the cognate ideas of 
generation and procession. The converse of this 
ambiguity is common enough in writings of the 
first two centuries; an instance occurs in the Ninth 
Similitude of the Shepherd, where the Spirit who 
conversed with Hermas is explained to be the Son: 
70 Ivedpa 76 ay.ov TO hahnoav peta cov év Boppy THs 
exkhyoias...6 Tids tod Oeod éoriv. But, as Bishop 
Bull has pointed out!, the latter expression if am- 
biguous is perfectly justifiable; the Son is Spirit, 
inasmuch as He is Gop: whereas the Spirit can be 
represented as a Son only in virtue of a relation to 
the Father which the name of Son does not properly 
express. 

Before leaving the sub-apostolic writers we may 
glance at the letter of the Churches of Vienne and 
Lyons, which, though it belongs to the year 177, 
emanated from acommunity whose Bishop, Pothinus, 
then but just deceased, had reached early manhood 
within the lifetime of S. John*. In this Epistle the 
Holy Spirit perhaps for the first time? bears the title 
Dorner, I. i. pp. 130—4, and note, p. 388 sq.) maintains that in the Shef- 
herd the conception of Christ is that of a human Body inhabited by the 
Holy Ghost. Hilgenfeld charges Hermas with a leaning to the Ebionite 
belief—“Christum vel hominem Spiritu S. plenissimum vel archangelum 
principem.” I have ventured to adopt Dorner’s view; with regard to 
which he candidly says (p. 129), “ The explanation according to which 
the passage is understood as touching upon the relation of the Incar- 
nate Son of God to the Holy Ghost is not without harshness: still as 
it alone harmonizes with Sz. 1x. nay, since it alone makes Sz. Vv. 
consistent with itself, we feel constrained to give it the preference.” 

1 Def. fid. Nicaen. l. ii. 5. 
2 Euseb. H. E. v. 1, 6 8& paxdpios TWobewos 0 rv diakoviay rhs em- 


v4 7 - © , 
oxomis ev AovySovve memiarevpévos UmEp TA évevnkovta €tn THs nALKias. 
3 6 mapdkAnros occurs in Ign. Phz/ad. 5, but only in the longer Greek. 
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which is given to Him in the Fourth Gospel. One 
of the martyrs is described as €ywv tov Ilapaxhyntov 
év éavt@'. A little further on we come upon the follow- 
ing account of the supernatural strength by which 
they were animated: éxetvous.. .érexovdiley 4 xapa 
THs paptuptas Kal 7 emis Tov erynyyehpever Kal» TpPOS 
Tov Xpiotov aydryn Kai TO Ilvedma ro Tarpe- 
xov2, It is difficult to avoid the supposition that 
these words are the echo of our Lord’s, "Eav aya- 
TaTé pe, €y® epwrjow tov Harépa Kat addov Ia- 
pakdyntov Séce vpiv...rd Tvedtua tHs adyOetas 6 
Tapa Tov Ilatpos éxropeveruu®, And thus in the 
latest of the early Christian writings which stand in 
any close connection with the Apostolic times, we 
seem to discover the first trace of an allusion to the 
words in which the Son revealed the Procession of 
the Holy Spirit from the Father. 

Hitherto our gleanings from Church writers have 
been scanty and of uncertain value. The Apologists, 
who began to write in the third decad of the second 
century, supply more ample materials for the history 
of doctrine. In their answers to the challenge of 
Hellenism and Judaism, the veil with which the 
primitive Church was disposed to shroud the mys- 
teries of her faith and worship is partly drawn aside, 
and a first attempt is made to present the Gospel 
to the world under a systematic form‘ To a 

1 Euseb. Z ¢, or Routh, R. S. 1. 298. See the note in Routh 
333 8q- 

2 Routh £#. .S, 1. 308, 

3S. John xiv. 15, 16; xv. 26. 

* The charge of a¢hedsm in particular called forth a declaration of 
the Christian belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost : cf. Justin. 
Afol. 1. 6, Athenag. Legat. 10, When this faith had once been an- 
nounced it was scarcely possible to stop short of the question “what 


relations do the Son and the Holy Spirit bear to God?” Cf. Baur, 
Dogmengesch, 1. i. 511, “dem Athenagoras gab, wie dem Justin, die Be- 
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true Christian zeal the most eminent of these 

early defenders of the faith united a professional 

acquaintance with the literature and the philo- 

sophy of Greece. Aristides and Justin continued as 

Christians to wear the philosophers garb!: the 

Apology of Athenagoras bears the title *Aeunardpoy 

AbxHnaioy Pidocddoy Xpictianof. It is no wonder if 

the writings of these men exhibit a tendency to 

adopt Platonic language which cannot always be 

reconciled with the maturer judgment of the 

Catholic Church. But while the Church is not 

committed to these individual efforts to work out 

the great problems of the Faith*, they are at least 

of great importance to the history of Christian 

dogma. We discover in them the first conscious 

attempt to express in harmony with the conditions , 
of human thought the great revelation of the Bap- | 
tismal words—the Name of the Father, the Son and 

the Holy Ghost. 

The attention of the Apologists at first was 
necessarily directed to the doctrine of the Person of ~ 
Christ. In the noble ‘Epistle to Diognetus, while 
the idea of the feds Adyos is already apprehended, 
we have no mention of the Holy Ghost. The Logos 
schuldigung des Atheismus Veranlassung, den heiligen Geist neben 
dem Vater und Sohn zu erwahnen.” 

1 Neander, II. 412—3, cf. I. 381—2. ‘ 

2 On the influence of Platonism upon early Christianity, see New- 
man, Arians, p. 92 sq. 

3 “Tt must be observed (Dr Newman writes, Arians, p. 53) that 
the writers of these [Apologies] were frequently laymen, and so did 
not commit the Church as a body nor even in its separate authorities 
to formal statement or to theological discussion.” Several of the 
leading Apologists belonged, in fact, to the Episcopal order (e. g. 
S. Melito, Claudius Apollinaris, S. Theophilus). But laymen or priests, 
they certainly have not entailed any responsibility upon the Church 
for statements which she has never sanctioned, either synodically, 
or by the rule of guod semper. 

2—2 
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seems to fill the writer's field of vision!; to the 
power and grace of the Logos the Church owes, in 
his conception, all her spiritual wealth: obtos 6 aa 
dpxns 0 Kalvos davels...kat mdvrote véos ev ayiov 
Kapdias yervdpevos...d 0b movrilerar 7 exkdyoia*, 
S. Justin also is deeply impressed with the magni- 
ficence of the Logos-idea?; and in his hands the 
doctrine of the Generation of the Son begins to as- 
sume something of the form which the wisdom of 
the Church finally impressed upon it. According to 
Justin, the Son is 76 7@ oti dd Tov Ilatpos tpoBdnbev 
yevvnpa*, He is conceived of as generated or emitted 
from the Father without abscission or separation, 
and, as fire from fire, without diminution of the 
Essence from which He proceeds: od kata azoro- 
pv ws aropepilopevns THs Tov Ilatpds ovctas. . .ws 
Ta GTO Tupos dvamTomeva Tupa...ovdevy ehaTToOvpevou 
éxeivov’. His procession is in Justin’s view closely 
connected with the purpose of Gop to create the 
worlds : coeternal with the Father as the Logos, as 
the Son He is significantly said to have been be- 
gotten ‘before all creatures’ (pd wévtwy Tov mom- 
parev), not ‘before all worlds’ (7p0 Tdvrev Tov 
aidvev) as the Creeds of Caesarea and Constanti- 
nople more adequately expressed the mystery®. Dr 
Newman has shown that this notion of a ‘temporal’ 
(i.e. an economical) ‘gennésis’ was held by many of 
the Ante-Nicene, and by some even of the earlier 
Post-Nicene, writers, especially by those who be- 


1 See Dorner, I. i. 263. The writer of the Epistle does not yet 
attempt to reconcile this Christology with the Unity of God: 78. 264. 

* Migne, Il. 1183. 3 Cf. Meyer on S. John, Vol. 1. 9 (E. abr): 

* Tryph. 61, 62 (Migne, VI. 617). 

° Tryph. 128 (Migne, VI. 776). 
® See Newman, Tracts 7; heological, &c. p. 204. Kaye, ¥. M. pp. 
§8—61. Even Arius could use the latter formula: Socr. Ghee Vite YS 
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longed to the Asiatic and Western Schools ;—without 
detriment however to their faith in the Eternal 
Deity of the Word as a distinct Person of the 
Holy Trinity’. I notice this fact here once for all, 
because it will prepare us to expect for some time 
to come a very partial and uncertain discrimination 
between the temporal and eternal processions of 
Gop the Holy Ghost. 

With regard to S. Justin, he scarcely opens the 
question of the relation which the Holy Spirit bears 
to the Father and the Son. While the verbs zpo- 
Baddew and zpo¢pyec Oa are freely used in reference 
to the Generation of the Son, the Holy Spirit is 
simply described by him in the Cohortatio ad Grae- 
cos (if that work be really his) as the Gift which 
descends from Gop upon the Saints (y dvwfev rapa 
feot Katwvoa emt Tods dyiovs avdpas Swped”.) Some 
idea of His subordination to the Son in the inner 
Life of the Holy Trinity may possibly underlie the 
emphatic statement that the Spirit is honoured by 
the Church & zpiry tafe. Yet this need not be 
more than an inference from the order in which the 
Persons are named in the act of Baptism, or from 


1 He finds this in Catholic fathers, Eastern and Western, down 
to the year 360. The initiation of a sounder doctrine is ascribed to 
“ S. Phoebadius and S. Ambrose in the West, S. Basil and the two 
Gregories in the East.” TZvacts, p. 251. 

2 Coh. ad Gr. Vit. 32 (Migne, VI. 300). If the dyyedos Tod Geod 
of Tryph. 116 be the Holy Spirit, this divine gift is recognized by 
Justin as 7 Sdvapis 4 meppbcioa jpiv ba “Inood Xpiorod. See Neander, 
Hist. Dogm. 1. 173. 

3 Apol. 1.'13 (Migne, VI. 348). Yidv...€v devrépa x&pa Exovres, 
Llvedpd te mpopnrixdy év rpirn ragéet. Cf. infr. p. 419, where even 
Plato is asserted to have recognized this order: devrépav pev ‘yap 
xépav rh mapa Ccod doyo...didacr, THY de tpitny TO hexOevre emupé- 
pecOa 7H VOate Tvedpare. On the personality of the Holy Spirit 
Justin is clear, notwithstanding some ambiguity in his use of the 
words Noyos and mvedua: see Kaye, pp. 70—3- 


22 fy atian. 


the offices fulfilled by the Holy Spirit towards Our 
Lord! and the Church. 

Justin’s scholar, Tatian the Assyrian, dwells upon 
this last point in language which is on the verge 
of heterodoxy. He ventures to call the Spirit the 
‘minister’ of the Incarnate Son (tov S8idkovov Tod 
merovOdros ®eov2). On the other hand, he repre- 
sents Him as the ambassador and delegate of 
Gop in the heart of a Christian: karouelv & avTo 
Bobderar eds Sid Tov mpecBevortos Ivevparos®. Of 
the eternal procession of the Spirit Tatian says 
nothing, but like his master he speaks of the pro- 
cession, i. e, the generation, of the Word, Who before 
the creation of the world came forth (apoeh@dv) 
from the power of the Father, like torch kindled 
from torch, or as speech emitted from the lips*. 


1 A remarkable passage in 7ryh. 87, 88 (Migne,vI. 684—5) answers 
the objection of the Jew that the Word cannot be pre-existent because 
Oia Tov Suvapewv Tov Ilvevpatos Tov “Ayilov...mAnpovTar ws evdens TOUT@Y 
vmapxev. Justin replies in words which anticipate in part the lan- 
guage of S. Cyril in his controversy with Nestorius; § 87: ravras ras 
katnpiOunpévas Tov Llveiparos Suvapers ody ws evdeots avrod rovtay 
dvros...emeAnavOévae em” adrov. infr. § 88: ovxy os evdea adtoy Tod 
BamricOjvat 7 tod émeAOovtos...Ivevpartos, oiSayev avtroy éAndAvOeva emt 
Toy ToTapoy...ddAN vrép Tod yévous Tod TOY avOpaTrar. 

? Orat. ad Gr. 13 (Migne, VI. 836). 

3 7b. 15 (Migne, 837). 

476. 5 (Migne, 815—7). @omep yap amo pias adds avamretar pev 
mupa& moda, tis dé mpatns Sadds Sid THY eéalww Tov modAdAGY Saddv 
ovK €AatToirar TO as" ovT@ kal 6 Adyos mpoceAOay ex THs Tod Ilatpos 
Suvdpews ovK doyov memoinke Tov yeyevynKoTa. Kal yap avrTos éyd AaAG 
kal tpeis axovere kal ov Syrov..-Kevos 6 mpocopidkav Adyou yivopat: 
mpoBadrAopevos S€ tiv euavrod poryy x«r.A. Tatian occasionally 
uses Spirit and Word as interchangeable terms, and once, if the 
reading is correct, he seems to employ ro Ivedpa as=6 Larnp (c. 5. 
Epyov mpwrorokoyv Tod Ivevparos [ Maranus, Iarpds]). Hence Dorner says 
that the doctrine of the Holy Ghost is the central point of Tatian’s 
system. But this is true only if by Holy Ghost he means simply 76 


mvevpa = 7d Oeiov and not the hypostatic Holy Spirit, of whom Tatian 
says but little, 
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S. Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch from A.p. 177 
to 1861, was of eastern origin like Justin and Tatian; 
but his life, unlike theirs, was passed at a dis- 
tance from the din of opposing theologies which 
was rife in the capital. His Apology manifests a 
tendency to mysticism which renders the meaning 
obscure : but if we read him aright, he comes nearer 
than any previous father to the idea of the Holy 
Spirit's procession, as parallel to the generation of 
the Son. With the generation of the Adyos évéid- 
@eros he connects the putting forth of the Yodia of 
Gop, which he distinguishes, as it certainly seems, 
from the Word: e€ywv 6 Beds Tov EavTod Adyov év- 
dudferov €v Tots idiows omAdyyvos éyévvnoew adrov 
BeTa THS EavTovV Lodias epevEdpevos mpd Tav 
o\ov?. In the next few sentences it is true the 
Bishop vacillates between this distinction and an 
identification of the Logos and the Sophia: ‘it was 
the Logos,’ he says, ‘Who, being the Spirit of Gop 
and Wisdom, came down upon the Prophets; add- 
ing however immediately, Od yap yoav ot zpodn- 

4 ¢ Vd Ng > \ e , e€ 3 > A 
Tat OTE O KOcpos eyivero, aha y Yopla y ev avTa@ 
ovaa % TOU @eod Kal 6 Adyos 6 ayws avrov Oo del 
cupmtapov avTe*. But the well-known passage in 

1 See Neale, Patriarchate of Antioch, pp. 24—29. He was a 
native of Chaldaea ; and as Bp of Antioch sixth from the Apostles. 

2 Ad Autolycum, U. 10 (Migne, VI. 1064—5). Compare a fine pas- 
sage 20. 1.7 (Migne, 1034), obrés pou beds 6 Tay Gov Kupwos o ravvcas 
roy ovpavoy povos Kal beis To edpos Tis UT ovpavoy...0 Oewediaoas THY YAY 
eri trav vddrav kai Sods Ivetpa 7d tpépov adrny’ ob 4 mvon Cwoyovet Td 
wav’ bs éay ovoxy Td Tvetpa Trap’ EavTs eKreiyver Td Tay...6 Beds 6 depa- 
mevav kai Cworroay 61a ToD Adyou Kal Tis Zopias. The Spirit therefore is 
mapa TG Tov Owv eG =76 Tarpi: He is emitted [apa rod Geod] for the 
quickening and preservation of the creature: He seems to be also 
called 7 Soia. The whole is a good comment on the passage cited in 
the text. Bp Kaye, it should be added, doubts whether ro veya in 
1. 7 is the hypostatic Spirit of God. (Kaye, 7. MZ. p. 179.) 

3 70, infr. 
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which for the first time in extant Christian writings 
S. Theophilus speaks of a Divine Triad or Trinity, 
seems to place beyond question the fact that he 
distinguished between the two, and that by the Wis- 
dom of Gop when so discriminated from the Word 
he meant to express the Person of the Holy Ghost?. 
His words are, Al pets ypépat [zpo| tav pwotnpev 
yeyovuian Tio cio THS TPLAOOS, TOU @cod Kat Tov 
Adyou avrod Kal THs Lopias avrov terdpt@ Oe TOT® 
éotw avOpwrros 0 mpoodens TOV pwros, wa 7 Geos, 
Aédyos, Sodia, "AvOpwmos?. Thus in his view Gop, 
the Word, and the Wisdom of Gop are conceived 
of as Three, to whom Man, although at an infinite 
distance (for Man is apooSejs tod dwrds, but the 
Triad is dvevSeys), makes a fourth. The distinction 
of the hypostases seems here to be complete, and is 
carried almost to the extent of sacrificing the Unity 
of the Divine Essence. On the whole, therefore, 
we may conclude that when Theophilus represents 
the Divine Word and Wisdom as uttered together 
from the Heart of Gop, he regards the processions 
of the Son and of the Spirit as analogous and coin- 
cident but distinct. Neither however would in his 
view be strictly eternal: the Logos and the Sophia 
which were eternally immanent in Gop began to 
proceed from Him when He willed to create the 
worlds. 

The Legatio pro Christianis of S. Athenagoras 
belongs to the year 177. Its author, an Athenian 


* In the Syriac Apocryphal Acts (Wright, II. p. 190) the Holy 
Spirit is called “the Power of the Father and the Wisdom of the Son.” 
The expression is noteworthy as helping to connect the use of Sodia 
in Theophilus with its more common application to the Second 
Person. 


® Ad Autol.11. 15 (Migne, VI. 1077). For ror@ the MSS give rime. 
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and a philosopher, is connected by a late tradition 
with the Church and School of Alexandria, and his 
Christology has been said to exhibit traces of an 
affinity to Alexandrian thought! It is certain that 
we become conscious of a marked advance in the 
conception of the Holy Trinity, when we pass from 
Justin and Theophilus to the pages of Athenagoras. 
The doctrine of the czvcumzncessio finds a distinct 
place in his theology. ‘The Son,” he teaches, “is 
in the Father, and the Father in the Son, by the 
unity and power of the Spirit?.” “Do you ask what 
the Son (6 Ilats) can mean in this connection? I 
answer briefly, that He is the First Offspring of the 
Father, begotten not made, Who came forth from 
the Father as the Archetype andthe Operative 
Power of Creation (idéa Kai evépyeva civar tpoedOair). 
With regard to the Spirit, we assert Him to be 
the Effluence of Gop, flowing from and evermore 


1 A fragment of Philippus Sidetes (cent. v.) relates, Tod d:Sacxadelou 
Tov év ’AdeEavdpeia "AOnvayopas mpatos nyjoaro. Cf. Fabric. Bzd/. Gr. 
VII. p-95. Guerike, Schol. Alexandr. pp.19 sq. Dr Newman (Tracts, 
pp. 191—3) classes him with writers who exhibit the Alexandrian tone 
of thought, and acquits him of the charge which he considers to be 
proved against the Asiatics and Westerns, that of holding the ‘tem- 
poral gennésis.. Compare Dorner, I. i. 283, who says, “The hyposta- 
tizing of the Logos at the creation is rejected utterly by the clearer and 
more cautious Athenagoras, who through his purer concept of God 
opens a way to an immanent relation between the Father and Son.” 
The point is important to our present enquiry: for his view of the Pro- 
cession of the Spirit would doubtless be affected by his view of the 
generation: if he held simply a temporal or economical gennésis, he 
would probably also hold a merely economical procession, and vice 
versa: see below. 

2 Legat. 10 (Migne, VI. 909), dvros Tot Yiod év Marpt kai Iarpos ev Yig, 
évornrt kal Suvdpec Mvetparos. Maranus annotates, “hoc loco Spiritus 
nomine divinitas significatur.” But this is unnecessary: the hypostatic 
Spirit is clearly referred to a few sentences further on (Oeov Harépa kal 
Yidv bedv kal HvedpaAycov), and is here regarded as the ‘vinculum’ of 
the Divine Unity: an idea developed at a later time by S. Augustine. 
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returning to the Fountain of the GoDHEAD; as the 
Sun’s rays proceed from and revert to the solar 
orb, or as light flashes from fire :” -"Ayvov IIvevpa 
drdppovav eivat papev ToD @cod, amoppéov Kat eravape- 
popevov ws axtiva ydiov'. This bold use of a philo- 
sophical term? may have been suggested by the me- 
morable passage in the Book of Wisdom (vii. 25), 
drpis éoru [Sodia] THs Tod Ocod Suvdpews, Kat am 6p- 
pota THs TOD mavToKpdropos SdEns ethixpwye. . .OTaU- 
yarpa yép ote pwtds aidiov. Applied to the Third 
Person of the Holy Trinity, and guarded by the 
explanation dmoppéov kal éravapepdmevor, the word re- 
presents the Procession of the Holy Spirit in a fairly 
clear and correct manner. Nor does it appear from 
the context that Athenagoras like Theophilus meant 
to limit the idea to an economical emission. In the 
dmdéppova of this early Christian Platonist we seem 


1 Comp. zd. 24 (Migne, 946), cov dapev kal Yidv rov Aoyov avrov Kat 
TIvedpa “Aytov évotpeva pev xara Svvapwy...ore Novs, Adyos, Soia Yios 
tov Ilarpos, kal dmoppota os Pos amo TupoOs TO IIvedpa. The early 
Vesper Hymn beginning @és idapoy ayias d0éns aOavdrov Harpds 
views the Generation of the Son in the same light. 

2 In the philosophy of Empedocles dmoppova: (drroppoat) were certain 
hypothetical effluences by which external objects make themselves 
perceptible to the mind. According to his view every substance 
emitted such: mdvtwy cic dmoppoal dco eyévovro: they proceeded 
even from stones and metals. Cf. Ritter and Preller, Azst, Philos. 
p. 132. Plato, Meno, 76D, represents colour as an example of an dmoppon: 
gorTt yap xpoa amoppoy oxnudrav over Evpperpos kal aicOnrds: cf. 
Timaeus, 67 C, pddya SY Topdtay ExdoTey amoppéoveay OWes EVuperpa 
popia €xoucay mpos aiaOnow. As to its use in the language of theology, 
see Petav. de Trin. v. 8. It was applied to the Son by Origen (de 
Princ. 1. 2), Theognostus (S. Athan. de decret. N. S. 25), Dionysius 
(ib. de sent. Dionys. 23); but rejected by Alexander, Bishop of Alexan- 
dria, in whose judgment it had a Valentinian or Sabellian sound 
(Theodoret, H. Z.1. 4). S.Gregory Nazianzen also felt shy of the meta- 
phor (Orat. Theol. V.), ovre yap axtis ovte dads addos FALos GAN 7caxal 
Ties amroppovat Kal mowrnres ovaiwders. Justin, without using the word 
anépp., had censured the metaphor ds 70d 7Alou dds, applied to the 
Son, preferring &s wip do mupos: cf. Kaye, ¥. M. pp. 157, 178. 
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to have nearly the counterpart of the later éxz0- 
pevpa: his amoppéov kat eravadepopevov does not 
greatly differ in meaning from the éxzopevdpevov 
of the Catholic Creeds. But the language which 
the Church ultimately preferred has the advantage 
of being at once free from the associations of a false 
philosophy, and drawn from the very words of the 
Gospel and the lips of Christ. 
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CHAPTER 
HERESY IN THE FIRST THREE CENTURIES. 


, \ 
Thy mapadyxny pvdagov, éxrperopevos tas BeBnhovs Kevopavias kat 


dvribécets THs Pevdavipou yrarews. 
S. Paul, 1 777m. vi. 20. 


Tur opposition of Hellenism and Judaism in- 
directly assisted the development of dogma by com- 
pelling the early Apologists to give expression to 
mysteries, which had found no place in the simple 
creed of the primitive Church. Heresy rendered 
even more effectual service, by appropriating and 
extending in opposite directions certain portions of 
. the Catholic Faith. Such extensions sometimes indi- 
cated the line along which Christian thought might 
lawfully advance, and always offered a wholesome 
stimulus to the less speculative intellect of the Church. 
A glance at the heresies of the second and third 
centuries will show how largely they contributed to 
the history of the particular doctrine which is now 
under review. 

1. It seems to have been the ambition of Gnos- 
ticism, to sweep together the unanswered question- 
ings of Greek thinkers and Oriental theosophists, 
and to charge itself with the task of solving these 
accumulated problems. “Eadem materia,” Tertullian 
remarks, “apud haereticos et philosophos volutatur : 
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idem retractatus implicantur : ‘unde malum et quare;’ 
et ‘unde homo et quomodo;’ et, quod proxime Va- 
lentinus proposuit, ‘wzde Deus)’ The last of these 
questions brought the Gnosis into direct contact 
with the Christian belief in the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost : whilst the two former almost neces- 
sarily led up to the same result. Thus the Persons 
of the Holy Trinity and their relations to Each 
Other in the life of Gop, enter more or less distinctly 
into all the chief Gnostic systems. 

The first principles of the Gnosis, however, were 
opposed to the Catholic conception of the Trinity. 
The God of Gnosticism is an absolute, unconditioned, 
incomprehensible being: revelation is possible only 
through an act of self-limitation on the part of the 
Infinite. Hence the doctrine of successive emana- 
tions (zpoBodat?) or pairs of emanations (ocvvyiat), 
by which the distance between the Finite and the 


1 De praescr. 7. 

2 Neander, Ch. H. 11. p. 11. Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 78: “This 
[creation] could only have been possible by some self-limitation on 
the part of God. God must express Himself in some way. There 
must be some evolution, some effluence of Deity. Thus the Divine 
Being germinates, as it were, and the first germination again involves 
a second from itself in like manner.” 

3 On spoBory (prolatio, emissio, editio), see Petav. de Tri. V. 8, § 9; 
vil. 10, § 5. Newman’s Arzans, p. 195 sq., Possini, Glossar. s.v. 
(Migne, P. Gr. CXLIIL. p. 1060). The Gnostic use of the term brought 
it under suspicion, and it was rejected both by Arius (Epiph. Haer. 
LXIx. 7) and by Athanasius or the Athanasian author of the Ex. 
fidei. Tertullian (as we shall see) used the word, but with an apology: 
Origen refused it altogether. At the later period, when the danger 
had passed, it was again employed as equivalent to éxmopevors: at first 
with some reserve and explanation, as by S. Gregory of Nazianzus 
(Or. Theol. Il. 6 peév yerryt@p Kai mpoBoreds, héyo be dradas Kal 
axpdves Kat dowpatas’ tay b€ Td pev yevrnpa TO O€ mpoBAnua 7} ovK 
ofS Saas ay tis radra Kadécerev dbeday mavTn TOY Opopévov): afterwards 
as belonging to the accepted terms of theology by S. John of Damas- 
cus, who (e.g. de Fide Orth, 1. 8.12) regularly spoke of the Father’s 
relation to the Holy Spirit as that of mpoBodevs. 
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Infinite was bridged over or reduced, and which 
therefore stood in a descending scale of relationship 
and likeness to the zpoBohevs from whom the primal 
germ was evolved. 

Among these emanations we frequently meet with 
‘the Spirit’ or ‘Holy Spirit,’ a distorted conception, 
as it seems, of the Personal Holy Ghost. The 
Simonian Gnosis led the way. According to S. Epi- 
phanius, Helena was regarded by Simon as represent- 
ing the Holy Spirit!: and though the name ‘Holy 
Spirit’ does not occur in the accounts of S. Irenaeus 
and Hippolytus, a somewhat corresponding idea is 
found in both. Irenaeus says that the father of 
Gnosticism styled Helena “primam mentis suae 
conceptionem [evo], matrem omnium per 
quam in initio mente concepit angelos facere?.” 
This Primal Thought issued from its Source to 
create the angelic powers which in their turn created 
the visible universe: “hanc enim Ennoian exsilien- 
tem ex eo...generare angelos et potestates, a quibus 
et mundum hune factum dixit.” With the Phzloso- 
phumena we have fortunately recovered a frag- 
ment of the ‘Great Announcement,” which ex- 
presses in Simon’s own words? his view upon this 


* Epiph. Haer. Xx1. (Migne, XLI. p. 288), tyv dé odtvyov moprada 
Tvedpa “Aytov rerddunke héyetv, kal dud tadrnv KarednArvdevac hnoiv’ év 
exdot@ S€ odpav@e perepoppovuny (pyot)...iva...catedOo emt tiv evvoray 
its €atlv avr Hj Kal Tpovvixos kat ILved pa “Aytov kadoupérn. Another 
account represents him as having claimed this latter name for himself 
as manifested to the Gentiles: "Iovdalors pev bs Yidv havivar mpds 8€ 
Sayuapeiras ws Iarépa karednrvOevar ev S€ trois Gddows COveow os Ivedpa 
"Ayvov émiorrjoa (Theodoret, Haer, fad. 1. 1, cf. Hippol. Phzlos. v1. 19). 
Thus he regarded the Holy Spirit as a phase of Divine self-manifestation, 

+ Tren, I. 22, § 1. 

° Hippol. Philos. Vi. 18, Aéyer yap Sivev Scappdnv. Bunsen assigns 
the authorship to Menander. On the whole passage see Mansel, 
Gnostic Heresies, p. 88. 


ats theory of procession. 31. 


subject, He says, Avo ciot mapaduddes Tov dhov 
aidvev fnTE apynv pyTe Tépas Exovoa, awd plas 
pilns, yrs éote Svvapis avy, adpatos, dkarddyTTos" 
av 1» pia datverar avober...vods Tav Ohov...aponr’ 
n dé érépa Kdtwler, émivore peyahy, Ojdreva, yervora 
ta mdvta. Between these two, Simon proceeds, 
is the Father, Who sustains all finite being and is 
Himself immutable—o éords, ords, otyodpevos: an 
apaevolydus Svvapus, originally illimitable and solitary. 
From the solitude of this Infinite Power in which she 
dwelt, Thought proceeded forth and so made two: 
mpoefovoa 9» ev ovdTytt etivora éyévero d¥o. Thus 
by a process of self-manifestation the One became a 
Second and acquired the name of Father, and re- 
vealed Himself to Himself: atrés éauvtov vad éavtov 
mpoayayarv éhavépwoev Eavt@ THv idiay érivoray. On 
the other hand the emanating Thought received 
the Father within herself, and though originally a 
Ondrera Svvapis, became in her turn dpoevdOydvs. 
The passage is bewildering ; nor is it easy to judge 
whether Simon’s conception of the ézivova comes 
nearer to the Adyos or to the Ilvedya of Christ- 
ianity. The Odea dSdvapyis points however to the 
latter, which is constantly represented in the Gnosis 
under this aspect. But independently of this ques- 
tion, the idea of a Divine procession appears to 
have been grasped by Simon with greater clearness 
than by some of the later Gnostics. It will be 
noticed that the issue of the Divine Thought does 
not in his view interfere with her immanence in 
Gop: it is a procession without separation, which is 
so far the Catholic view of the exmdpevors. 

In some of the early Ophite systems on the other 
hand, we have a nearer approach to the Christian 
Trinity, but a less distinct theory of procession. The 
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Ophite first principle is at once Father of All and 
First Man: the Adam Kadmon of the Kabbala. As in 
the Simonian system, this Being is dpaevdOydvs!: and 
from It proceeds a Second, an ‘Ennoia,’ strangely 
converted into a male principle and styled the 
Son, the Son of Man, the Second Man...After 
these two comes a third, which bears the name 
of the Holy Spirit?» This third power is female 
and is represented as the Mother of all living®. 
M. Matter thinks that the Second Man was regarded 
as being together with the First Man the apoBodeds 
of -the Ophite Holy Spirit’. Such a fact would 
obviously be of high interest in our present enquiry 
if it were supported by ancient testimony: but I 
cannot find it reflected in any of the early accounts 
of the Ophite Gnosis. In the P2stés Sophza, a work 
which is now attributed to the later Ophites, the 
Spirit asks “ Ubi est Jesus meus frater>?” A ovtvyia 
seems to be implied here, but one which would repre- 
sent Christ and the Holy Spirit as being alike apo- 
Bodat of the Father. 

The Syrian Basilides, who appears to have 


1 Hippol. Philos. Vv. 6, éori d€ dvOpwmos odros dpoevdOndus...dpvor de 
els avrov yeydvace TrodXot Kal moukidou’ of S€ Tpvor...déyovrat...toLodrdov 
Twa Tporoy, "Amd cod maTnp Kal dia oé pytnp Ta dvo AOdvara dvépara, 
aidvev yoveis moira ovpavod, peyaddvupe avOparre. 

2 Tren. I, 30. 1, “sub his [Patre, Ennoia] Spiritum Sanctum esse.” 
Theodoret, Haer. fab. 1. 14, pera dé rodrov vmdpyew Td “Aytov Tivetpa. 

3 Baur (die Christliche Gnosis, p.171 sq.): “der heilige Geist ist das 
erste weibliche Princip und wird daher auch die Mutter alles Leben- 
digen gennannt (die Urmutter).” Cf. Harvey, p. Ixxxiv. note. Manes 
seems to have distinguished the “ Mother of life” from the Holy Spirit: 
See: NOUty /vanosViel 5 Or 

4 Hist. Crit. du Gnosticisme, U1. p. 135, “la pensée considerée 
comme la compagne (syzygos) de Dieu donne l’existence au Pneuma.” 
According to Irenaeus the Barbeliotae held that the Holy Spirit was 
produced from the First Angel, Waer, 1. 29. 4. 

° ed. Petermann, p. 77. 
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flourished at Alexandria during the reign of Hadrian1, 
struck out an independent course. Irenaeus credits 
him with inventing a series of heavens as numerous 
as the days of the solar year?; and this certainly 
formed a leading feature in the gnosis of his 
followers. But Basilides himself, if we may believe 
Hippolytus, discarded the theory of emanation and 
sought to refer all finite existences to the fat of the 
Supreme First Cause’. Gop, whom he regarded as 
absolute non-existence, made the world out of the 
non-existent: qv dzopov eizety tpoBodyv twa Tod fa 
ovtos cod yeyovévar 7. ovK dv. For the zpoBodat of 
other Gnostic teachers he substituted the idea of a 
TavoTeppia Wrapped up in a primal germ (76 owéppa 
70 Koopuxor), itself deposited by Gop. In the working 
out of this cosmogony, Basilides discloses his con- 
ception of the Holy Spirit’s relation to Gop, and to 
the world. The germ possesses, he proceeds, a tri- 
partite sonship, consubstantial with the non-existent 
God (vidtns tpiepns Kata mdvra TO ovK dvTr Oca 
ouoovc.os). That which is of a finer nature mounts 
up at once to its Author, the ov« dv @eds: the second, 
which is of grosser character, ascends only when it 
is winged by the Holy Ghost*. But the Holy Spirit, 


1 Mansel, Guostic Heresies, p. 145. 

2 Tren. I. 24. 3, ‘‘in immensum extendit sententiam doctrinae suae, 
ostendens Nun primo ab innato natum Patre, ab hoc autem natum 
Logon, &c. &c....et deinceps secundum eum modum alteros et alteros 
principes et angelos factos esse dicunt et caelos CCCLXV. quapropter 
et tot dies habere annum secundum numerum caelorum.” 

3 Hippol. vil. 22: devyer yap wavu kal dédorke ras kata mpoBodrny rav 
yeyovotay ovcias 6 Bacweidns’ molas yap mpoBodns xpela 7 roias Ans 
dmdbects Wa Koopov beds epyacnra Kabdmep O dpadxvns Ta pnpvpara; 
His alternative was, odk dv beds éxoinoe roy Koocpov ovK ovta e€& ovK 
ovrov. 

4 2b. éntépacev otv adriy 1 vudTns 4 maxvpepertépa TowovT® Th 
TTEP@ Orroig...[Adrav...tyv Wuxny wrepot’ Kal Kadei TO ToLovTO 6 Bacweidys 


S. 3 
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though it can assist the vidrys to mount up to Gop, 
cannot itself attain to Him: the presence of the 
Ineffable and Non-existing would be uncongenial 
and even fatal to it, as air is to the fishes of the sea. 
The Spirit is therefore parted from the Sonship as 
soon as the latter attains to GoD: yet it preserves, so 
to speak, an odour of sonship derived from its past 
connection with the vidrys; and occupying hence- 
forth a position intermediate between the earth 
and the supermundane, it diffuses this fragrance 
upon our lower and disordered world’. There is 
of course no hypostatization of the Spirit in such 
a system: but the idea of a dyvoy wvedua which is 
not consubstantial with the First Cause, and which 
occupies a position inferior to that of sonship?, is 
“not far removed from the Macedonian conception of 
the Person of the Holy Ghost. 

Valentinus, who also belonged to the Alexandrian 
school of Gnosticism, abandoning the ov« dv eds of 
Basilides, was content to postulate the unknowable- 
ness of the Supreme First Cause, whom he styles 
Budos, “Appytos, or Ilaryp. Returning to the tpoBodat 
and ovvyias of the earliest Gnostics, he developed 
beyond any previous Gnostic teacher the doctrine 
of a pleroma of Aeons prolated from the primal 
cause. The pleroma, he said, was already made up 
to the number of twenty-eight, when the misfortunes 
of the youngest of the Aeons led to the projection 
of two more, to whom he gives the name of Christ 
and Holy Spirit. This ovfvyia was put forth latest 
ov mrepov GAXG Ivedua “Aytoy...rovovrov Tia Tov Noyov exxev 7 vidrns mpos 
70 [veda rd "Aytov kal ro Tlvedpa mpos thy vidrnra. 

1 Hippol. Zc. 76 dé peraéd rod Kocpov Kal trav vrepkoopioy peOdpioy 
Iveta rovro...rijs viornros €xeu pevoveay ev €avT@ THY dopyy. 


2 2b, fv yap odx opoovatoy [ro Lvcidpa] ovde piow elye pera rhs vidrnros. 
Cf. Mansel, p. 151, note. 
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in time, but from the first pair of Aeons and by the 
special command of the Supreme Father: é\ejoas 6 

‘ an A 
Tlarnp ra Sdkpva THs Lodias...erutpoBadelv keheder— 
ov yap avtos (dyot) mpoéBakevy adda 6 vous Kal 7 
adj Pevca—Xpiorov kal Tvedpa “Ayiov eis pdpdoow Kat 
Suaipeow Tov extpwpatos Kat wapapvOiay Kat Svavd- 
Tavow Tov THS Lodias otevaypav’. The temporal 
mission of the Son and the Holy Spirit for the re- 
demption of the world and the sanctification of the 
Church is evidently the groundwork of this myth: 
the mission being confused with the eternal genera- 
tion and procession. It is important to observe that 
the Holy Spirit of Valentinus is the ovuyos of his 
Christ: they are projected together at the Father’s 
bidding, and a procession or emission from the Son 
finds no reflection in his system?, unless we may see 
it in the prolation of both the Christ and the Spirit 
from Nous or Monogenes, the immediate offspring 
of Bythos?. 

2. A few words must be devoted in passing to 
the Montanistic movement, which has been charac- 
terized by Neander as “the extreme of the anti- 
gnostic position*.” Montanism set itself to deal 
primarily with the mission of the Paraclete. But the 

1 Hippol. vi. 31, cf. Iren. I. 2. 5, rov Movoyerh mah €érépay mpoBa- 
AécOat cvtvylay Kara mpopnOevay Tov Tlarpos...Xpiordy kal Tvedpa “Aytov 
els mpéw Kai ornprypov Tod mAnpeparos UP Sv KarapricOjvat rods Aidvas. 
2b. 11. 1, kal rd Tvedpa 7rd “Aytov vd ris éxkAnoias [a veritate] dot 
mpoBeBrAoba els dvaxpiow Kal Kapropopiay tav Aidvwv, dopdtws «is 
avrovs eicidy: 0’ od Tods Aidvas Kaprodopeiv ta puta Tis ddnOeias. 

2 Marcus, a disciple of Valentinus, taught that the Spirit which 
descended on Jesus at the Baptism was the oméppa rod Larpos 
[Iren.—rod mAnpdparos Hipp.] éxov év éavtg kai tov Tlarépa kal rop 
Yidy (Iren. I. 15. 3, Hippol. v. 51). Was this meant to express the 
relation of the Spirit to the Father and the Son as the Spirit of Both, 
and the ‘vinculum amoris’? 


3 See Early History of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, p. 11. 
4) Cho > 11, Pat99: 
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great emphasis which it laid upon the operations of 
the Spirit could scarcely fail to give prominence to 
the doctrine of His Person and to the whole Trini- 
tarian teaching of the Church. Tertullian distinctly 
attributes to this cause the fuller exhibition of the 
Catholic Faith which he initiated in the West. The 
light which had been thrown upon the baptismal 
Creed was in his view almost a new revelation, al- 
though upon the lines of the traditional belief: ‘nos 
vero et semper (he writes) et nunc magis ut instruc- 
tiores per Paracletum deductorem scilicet omnis 
veritatis, unicum quidem Deum credimus, sub hac 
tamen dispensatione quam oixovopiav dicimus”—upon 
which follows the rest of the Rule of faith as it was 
held by the Church of North Africat. Theodoret 
therefore hardly does justice to the earlier Montanists 
when he admits that the sect did not corrupt the 
doctrine of the Holy Trinity”: the probability is that 
they realized the doctrine more fully than most of 
the Catholics of their time, and led the way to a 
more complete exposition of the mystery. At a later 
date the tendency to doctrinal degeneration which is 
inherent in sectarianism triumphed over the traditions 
of primitive Montanism; we find Socrates and 
Sozomen agreeing to class Montanus with Sabellius 
as guilty of ‘confounding the Persons?’ Theodoret 


1 Adv. Prax. c. 2 (Migne, 11. 156). Cf. infr.c. 8, and de Res. Carn. 
c. 63, “omnes ambiguitates...aperta atque perspicua totius sacramenti 
preedicatione discussit per novam prophetiam de Paracleto inun- 
dantem.” 

2 Her. fab. U1. 2 (Migne, LXXXIII. 403), rov dé mept tis Oeias Tprddos 
ovk €Auunvato Aéyor. Epiphanius (Haer. XLVII.) says expressly, ep) dé 
Tarpos kat Yiod kal ‘Ayiov Tvedparos Suoiws Ppovodar tH dyia kaboduxq 
€xkAnoig. On the other hand, see Bp Montagu’s note on Phot. E74. 2. 

® Socr. I. 23 (Soz. 11. 18), of wév yap Tod dpoovctou Thy AéEw éxkdi- 
vortes tiv SaBedAlov kal Movravod dd€ay clonyetoOat Tovs avtiy mpocde- 
Xopmevous evouiCov. 
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supplies the key: a Sabellian school had arisen 
within the body: rwes 8€ adrav rds tpels broordces 
Ts OedrynTOs...npvycavto, Tov adtov evar héyovtes Kal 
arépa kai Tidy cat ”Ay.ov Tvedual. But even toward 
the middle of the fifth century this error was only 
partial among them, and it was certainly altogether 
absent from the system which was so warmly 
espoused by Tertullian. 

3. In connection with the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, the heretical and semi-heretical developments 
of Jewish Christianity deserve attention. It is un- 
necessary to enter here upon the history of the early 
Judaeo-Christian Church, or to attempt a discrimi- 
nation of its various schools. For our purpose 
we may be content with the common classification 
under the heads of Nazarene and Ebionite, adding 
perhaps a subdivision of the latter party into the 
earlier Pharisaic Ebionites, and those of Essene or 
Gnostic tendencies ?. 

The Nazarene view of the Holy Spirit is repre- 
sented by (1) two fragments of their recension of the 
First Gospel, and (2) the book known as the ‘Twelve 
Testaments,’ now assigned by the best judges to this 
school. From the former we learn that the Holy 
Ghost was regarded as the Mother of Christ—an 
expression which Origen illustrates rather than ex- 
plains by a reference to S. Matt. xii. 50%, Another 


ES L1deh a faOn Ih 2. 

2 See Prof. Lightfoot, St Paul and the Three, (Galatians, p. 
298 sq.). 

3 Orig. in Foann. ii. 6, éav S€ mpocierai tis rd Kal” ‘EBpaiovs evay- 
yruor, Oa abrés 6 Sornp pyow ‘apre CdaBé pe 7 I THp pov TO aytov 
Ilvetpa év ud Tay Tptyv pov Kal drjveyké pe eis TO pos TO péya OaBdp,’ 
eramopnce: TOs pyitnp Xprotod To dia Tod Adyou yeyernuévoy [see below, 
ch, iii] Tvedpa “Aytoy etvar divara. tadra d€ kal rodTo od yxademdy 


i n as A € - < a A Q > 4 fy a 
Eppnvedoa’ ei yap 0 mowy ro OéAnpa Tov Iarpos...pyntyp €otly avrod,.. 


38 Their doctrine of the Holy Ghost. 


fragment describes the Fous omnis Spiritus Sancti as 
descending on the Lord at His Baptism and address- 
ing Him thus: “Fili mi, in omnibus prophetis ex- 
spectabam te ut venires et requiescerem in te. Tu es 
enim requies mea: tu es filius meus primogenitus?.” 
The simplest view of this passage seems to be that 
which regards the Father as the speaker. It will 
then assert at least the economical procession of the 
Holy Spirit from the First Person. That the Holy 
Spirit thus emitted from the Father becomes the 
‘Mother’ of the Son, implies a somewhat confused 
Christology, but not of necessity any Gnostic concep- 
tion of the Spirit as a @yrea Svvapus; the name is 
sufficiently explained by the gender of the Hebrew 
noun’. It is impossible to decide from these ex- 
tracts, whether the Nazarenes held in any manner 
the distinct personality of the Holy Spirit, or re- 
garded Him simply as the sanctifying and life-giving 
power of God. His relation to the Son does not 
appear to be carried back further than the Baptism. 
The ‘Testaments’ do not materially add to our 
knowledge*, They represent the Holy Spirit as 
poured out on our Lord at His Baptism, that He in 
turn might pour It forth upon the world and become 
ovdey Gromov...rd Lvedpa 1d “Ayiov elvat pytepa. Cf. Westcott, Study of 
the Gospels, p. 459 note. Neander Ch. H. 1. 484. 


* S. Hieron. Comm. in Esa. rw. [c. xi. 2] (Migne, XxIV. 145). Cf. 
Schliemann, die Clementinen, p. 454. 

7 A mediaeval writer in Pitra (Spzc. Solesm. 11. 47) remarks, ‘ Spiritus 
S. dicitur mvetua greece, et tunc est neutri generis: M4) hebraice, et 
tunc est femininum: Spiritus latine, et tunc masculini generis. 
ecce tres linguae et tria genera.’ 

% Mr Sinker (Jutrod. p. 114 sq.) says, “The notions scattered 
throughout the Testaments as to the nature and office of the Holy 
Spirit are exceedingly few and vague.” He is of opinion “that the 
writer of the Testaments entertained a vague, general sort of idea of 
the Holy Spirit as a manifestation or phase of the Godhead, but not 
a person with proper attributes and functions of His own.” 
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the any7 eis Conv to all mankind. To the question, 
‘Whence this outpouring of grace upon the Christ, 
they answer distinctly enough, ‘From the Father :’ it 
is the special evAoyia Marpds: it came forth from the 
sanctuary of the Shechinah accompanied by the 
Father's voicel, If the Nazarene Holy Spirit could 
safely be regarded as hypostatical, these expres- 
sions would be almost in advance of the Church 
teaching of the times. But the hypostatization is 
more than doubtful?. 

The Ebionite school has left larger materials 
for determining its doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 
With the earliest Ebionites, who succeeded to the 
Judaizing Wevdddehdou of S. Paul’s day’, the Spirit 
was probably no more than the Divine power which 
descended on Jesus and raised Him to the dignity of 
Christ and Son of Gop. Their recension of S. Mat- 
thew iii. 16, as given by S. Epiphanius, laid stress 
upon the entrance of the Holy Spirit into the Body 
of the Lord at Baptism: ede 76 Iveta tov Geov 76 
"Ayiov ev eden Teprotepas KaTeMMovans Kal eiaeMMovans 
eis avrév*. But the Gnostic element very shortly 
supervened upon this purely Judaic form : and in the 
teaching of Cerinthus, the Holy Ghost of the Bap- 
tism was identified with the Christ®, who, de- 


1 Yud. 24, dvoryjcovra én’ avdrov of ovpavol éxxéat Uvedparos [v. 2. 
Ilvedpa} evdoylay Iarpos dyiov" kal adros éxxect Ivedpa xdpiros ef 
dpas...ouros 6 BAaords Geod viorov, kal adrn 4 my) els Conv maons 
capkés. Benj. 9, peraBynoera [v. 2. xaraB.] rd Lvetpa rod Ccod emi ra 
vn ds wip exxvvopevov. Lev. 18, ex rod vaod rhs Sofys née én’ adrov 
dyiacpa pera povis marpixijs.-.cat dd€a ‘“Yiotou én’ avrov pnOnoerat Kat 
Lvedpa ovvécews kal dyacpod xatamavoe: ém avrov ev tT VOart...kal 
ddoes Tois dylows payeiv ex Tod Evrov Tijs (wis Kal mveDpa adyl@ovyns eoTat 
€7 avrots. 

2 Cf. Dorner, I. i, pp. 194.5q., 430. 

3 Lightfoot, Galatzans, p. 301. 

4 Haer. XXX. 13 (Migne XLI. 438). 

5 Cerinthus taught (acc. to Epiph. Waer. XXVIII 4) dvwdev ék 10d 
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scending on Jesus at the Jordan, left Him before the 
Passion and returned to the pleroma from which he 
came. Epiphanius describes an Ebionite party who 
° . 5 > 
thus interpreted the language of their Gospel: Ets 
A id 
abrov nOe 76 Hvedpa Omep €atlv 6 Xpioros, Kal evedv- 
cato avroy Tov “Incobv Kadovpevov. Thus, they added, 
He was called Son of Gop kar éekdoyyv, dd Tov 
dvobev eis avtov yKovtos Xpuatov ey elder TepioTepas?. 
They denied that the Christ-Spirit was begotten of 
Gop the Father, holding Him to be a creature, like 
one of the Archangels, although greater than they 
(ddckovor...€xticOar as a TaV apyayyéhov, peiLova 
dé avrtav ovra). In the Elchasaite speculations a 
distinction is again drawn between the Son and the 
Spirit, who are represented as a pair or syzygy of 

0 3 $i \ \ » en S 
mighty and gigantic Angels: tov pév dpoeva vidv etvat 
Tov @ecov, THv dé Ondrevav Kareiobar ayov mvedpa”. 
On the other hand the ‘Clementine Homilies’ seem 
to identify the Spirit with the Son. Gop is con- 
ceived of as a Monad Who by self-extension be- 
comes a Dyad: His Wisdom in which He delights 
as in His own spirit, which is united to Him as 
His own soul, is put forth, hand-wise, to create man 
and the world: efs €oziv 6 rH adttod copia cimav 
avo Ocov...ckateAnrvevar Tov Xpiorov eis adrov ['Incody], rovréore rd Iv. 
TO ayiov év cider mepiorepas...kal droxaduwpar atte kai 80 adrod Trois 
per avrot Tov ayvecror Iarépa. Cf. Iren. 111, 2. § 1, “iterum revolasse 
in suum pleroma,” and Dr Lightfoot’s remarks, Colossians, pp. III, 
330. 

1 Haer. XXX. 3, 16. Cf. Dorner, 1. i. p. 434 sq. 

* Hippol. Phzlos. x..14. The female is of the same proportions 
as the male: eivar b€ oby att kal Oydevav Hs Ta pérpa Kara Td Tpoetpy- 
peva eivac Nye. Compare the account given by Epiphanius, Haer. X1x. 
4, elvar 8€ Kal rd "Aytov TIvedpa kai avrd Ondevav dpo.ov TO Xpior@ av- 
Spiavros Sixyy Umép veeAnv, k.T.A. 7b, LIL. 1 (adv. Sampsaeos), efyar To 
aytov Lvetpa adeAgyy avrod Onducd oxjpare dmdpxoucay, e€vernxovtacé 


, ‘ LA oa , a“ »~ A ‘ ‘ \ 
pilav Td vos exacroy a’rav exov, 0 Te Xptotos kal To “A, IIv., kal ro 


mdros eikooitecodpoy. Cf. Hilgenfeld, MV. 7. extr. Can. p. 157. 
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‘Tomcoper avOpwrov. 1» Se codia, 7 watep dla 
TVEUpaTL avTOS del ouvéyaiper, YV@TaL pev ws Yuy7} 
T@ Oc@’ Extetverar SE dw avrod ws yelp, Snpiovpyodoa 
70 wav1, A parallel to this ékraous is found in the 
production of Eve from Adam: &a totro 8é Kat 
els avOpwros eyévero’ dm avrod S¢ mponOe Kat 7d Ondv?. 
In this theogony there is no room for a Divine vids 
®cov as personally distinct from a Divine Spirit: 
although it would seem that Ebionites of this class did 
not find it necessary to abandon the Trinitarian for- 
mulae of the Church: the ‘Homilies’ ascribe glory to 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and speak of the tpic- 
paKkapla esrovonacia as essential to the act of Baptism, 

The ‘Recognitions’ take up a very distinct line 
with regard to the Holy Spirit. Rejecting the iden- 
tification of the Spirit with the Son‘, they regard 
the former as the creature of the latter, and antici- 
pate to a remarkable degree the language of the 
modified Arianism which was prevalent in the latter 
part of the fourth century. The following extracts 
will illustrate this phase of Ebionite belief. Recogn. 
1.24. “Erat semper et.est et erita quo prima volun- 
tas genita sempiternitate constat ; et ex prima volun- 
tate iterum voluntas. Post hoc mundus: ex mundo 


1 Hom. XVI. 12 (Migne, 11. 376), cf. Schliemann, p. 139 sq. “‘ Sofern 
sie in Gott verborgen ruht, heisst sie copia: sofern sie aus Gott 
heraustritt, vids ©cod.” 7b. infr. note 21, “dass mvedpa dyov in den 
Clementinen identisch ist mit viss Ocod in der ersten Bedeutung folgt 
einmal daraus &c.”...... “der Verfasser mit allen diesen Ausdriicken mv. 
dy., copia, vids 6.,...dasselbe Wesen bezeichnet welches vor der 
Weltschdpfung aus Gott hervorgegangen das medium der Schépfung 
gewesen ist und in Christo erschien.” See also Dorner, I. i. p. 205. 

2 It is added, Kal povas otoa 7G yéver duds €orw" Kata yap éxracuy 
kal cuctoAny 4 povds Svas eivac vopicerar 

3 Hom. Ul. 72, 1X. 19, 23, XI. 26, XIII. 4, 19. The references are 
from Schliemann, p. 144. 

4 Schliemann, p. 310. Dorner, I. i. 446. 
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tempus: ex hoc hominum multitudo*.” /6. m1. 11. 
“Spiritus autem Sanctus pignus ad conservationem 
eorum quae a Domino data sunt nobis...habet quod 
est ab Unigenito, plenissima declaratio virtutis 
Ejus, sicut Unigenitus...imago est immutabilis inge- 
nitae Virtutis...Cum ergo unus sit Ingenitus et unus 
Genitus, Spiritus Sanctus Filius dict non potest nec 
primogenitus; factus est enim per factum, subcon- 
numeratur autem Patre et Filio*.” It was precisely 
against this teaching that the Church, a century and 
a half later, produced from the Gospel of S. John the 
long latent formula 6 wap. rob Ilarpos éxmopeverat. 
Thus the heretical a /zlzo is traced to an Ebionite 
source. It is scarcely necessary to remark that it 
bears no real affinity whatever to the F7z/zogue or e¢ a 
Filto of the West, which apart from all question of its 
truth or propriety is as far as possible removed from 
connection with this form of heresy. 

4. In the neighbourhood of Thyatira about the 
year 180, an obscure sect arose whom Epiphanius 
for want of a better name describes as the Alogi, 
from the circumstance of their dislike to the Logos 
doctrine of S. John®. They rejected, as it appears, 
both the Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel‘, and 
for S. John’s doctrine of the Incarnation® they pro- 


1 Migne, I. 1220. On ‘ex prima voluntate iterum voluntas’ see the 
note of Cotelier, Z. c. 

3 Migne, 1288. The genuineness of ch. 2—12 has been doubted. 

* Haer.. 1, 3, ravrnv yap avrois riOnpe ry erwvuplay...émel roy Aéyov 
od d€xovrar tov mapa “lwdvvov Keknpvypévov, "AXoyou KAnOAcovra. Cf. 
Heinichen’s monograph de Alogis Theodotianis (Lips. 1829). 

4S, Aug. de Haeres. xxx. “ Deum Verbum recipere noluerunt Jo- 
hannis Evangelium respuentes: cuius nec Apocalypsim accipiunt, 
has videlicet scripturas negantes esse ipsius.” They attributed both 
(Epiph.) or at least the latter (Philastr.) to Cerinthus. 

° Epiph. 2d, 28, rév Adyov rod Gcod droBddXovrar tov did “lodvvov 
knpuxOévra tarpixoy Ocdy Adyov dn’ oipavod KatreAndvOdra. Cf. A naceph. 
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bably substituted the idea of a union between a 
purely human Christ, and the Deity of the Father. 
S. Irenaeus mentions, though not under this or any 
other special name, a party which nearly about the 
same time rejected the Gospel of S. John, but on 
other grounds. His words are: “Alii vero ut 
donum Spiritus frustrentur quod in novissimis tem- 
poribus secundum placitum Patris effusum est in 
humanum genus, illam speciem non admittunt quae 
est secundum Joannis Evangelium in qua Para- 
cletum se missurum Dominus promisit; sed simul et 
Evangelium et propheticum repellunt Spiritum?.” 
Whether this sect was one and the same with the 
Epiphanian Alogi? may fairly be open to question; 
but the fact remains that in the second half of the 
second century, the Fourth Gospel was attacked on 
two grounds; for its doctrine of the Eternal Word, 
and for its doctrine of the Holy Ghost. We may 
see in this double attack the beginnings of a revolt 
on the one hand against the growing Christology of 
the Catholic Church to which the Apologetic writings 
of the second century bear witness: and on the 
other, against the emphasis which Montanism had 
just begun to lay upon the Person and Office of the 
Paraclete. These nameless sectarians are the fore- 
runners of the reactionary Monarchianism which for 
the next century continued to disturb the peace 
of the Church’. 
(Migne, XLII. p. 865), rov...dvaOev dd Iarpos dei Ocov Adyor mapaBah- 
Aovres. See Dorner, Il. i. p. 5. 

1 Haer. 111. xi. 9 (Migne, vil. 890). Cf. Neander, Ch. H. Il. 223, 
and Dictionary of Sects and Heresies, art. Alogi. 

2 Heinichen denies the identity (p. 93), nor does it seem easy 
to demonstrate it from our present sources of information. 

3 Dorner, I. ii. 4, “The A/og7...opposed to Cerinthus on the one 


side and to the Montanists on the other, appear from the indefiniteness 
which they sought to maintain in reference to the doctrine of the Holy 


44 — Melchizedekians and Flieracites: 


Neither of the two great branches into which 
the Monarchian heresy developed itself was able 
to admit any true procession of the Holy Spirit 
from the Father or from the Son. The earlier or 
Ebionite Monarchianism which saved the Unity by 
sacrificing the Deity of the Son, must have logically 
denied also the Deity of the Holy Ghost. . But the 
Holy Spirit appears to have scarcely entered into 
the teaching of Theodotus and his successors, except 
as the agent of the supernatural birth! which they 
seem to have claimed for their otherwise purely 
human Christ. Allied however to the Theodotians, 
disciples, it is said, of the younger Theodotus*—was 
an offshoot of the Monarchian party? which saw in 
Melchizedek a sort of incarnation of the Holy Ghost. 
They did not indeed expressly name the Holy Spirit, 
but their description as preserved by Hippolytus 
points distinctly enough towards Him: Svvaply twa 
Tov Medyucredex elvar peylaTyny’ Kal TovTor etvar peilova 
Tov XpioTod, ov Kat eikdva daakovor TOV Xpurrov Tvy- 
xdvew*. At a later date and under another name 
the sect completed this identification. Hierax 5, or 


Spirit andthe Logos and from the latitudinarian movement which they 
initiated to form the point of departure for the two possible forms of 
Monarchianism.” 

1 Ps.-Tertullian, adv. 0. Haer, 23, “ex Spiritu quidem sancto natum 
et Virgine, sed hominem solitarium atque nudum nulla alia prae ceteris 
nisi sola iustitiae auctoritate.” 

2 Hippol. PAzlos. V1. 36, diaddpav Sé yevopévav €v avtois (ntnocewv 
emexelpnoé Tis Kal avTos OeddSoros KaNovpevos Tparecityns THY TEXUNY NEyeww 
KA. 

3 Epiph. Her. LV. 1, dmoomacbertes taxa dard rév Oeodoriavay Kadov- 
pevay. 

4 70, infr. 

5 Epiph. Her. LXVII. 2, 3 (Migne, XLU. p. 176. Cf. 2d. XLI. p. 980). 
Cf. Fabric. Bzb/, Gr. (ed. Harles), 1x. p. 246. Cave, %. 7. a. 302. Hie- 
racas seems to have written a lengthy defence of his doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit. Epiph. 2c. dveEjAOe mepi rovrov moAAHv mpaypareiay. He 
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Hieracas, at the beginning of the fourth century, 
taught that the wondrous personage who made like 
unto the Son of Gop abideth a Priest continually is 
none other than the Spirit Which ‘maketh interces- 
sion for us with groanings which cannot be uttered,’ 
Who, he added, is like the Son in that, though 
not begotten, He is yet ‘of the Father: epi rod 
IIvevparos “Aytov [moréver] éx Tatpds eva. But in 
the earlier form of the Melchizedekian heresy these 
refinements were wanting, and the simple object of 
those who first propounded the view was ‘that of 
depreciating the Person of Christ by exalting another 
supernatural being to an eminence superior to His. 
The Patripassian Monarchians were ultimately 
able to admit into their view of the life of Gop a prin- 
ciple of self-evolution which bore some resemblance to 
the Catholic doctrine of Divine Processions. Praxeas 
indeed, who began his course by an emphatic op- 
position to Montanism!1, seems to have paid no at- 
tention to the question of the Holy Spirit’s relation 
to Gop. So far as he recognized the existence ot 
a Holy Spirit, he identified Him with the Father?. 


quoted in support of his view the “ Ascents of Isaiah”—an apocryphal 
vision in which two persons, closely resembling each other, and ap- 
pearing respectively on the right hand and on the left hand of the 
Throne of God, are interpreted to be the Son and Spirit of God. The 
Spirit, he argued, is the dpoporwpévos rH Yi@ Tod Ceod iepeds. He 
taught that the Son is from the Father as light from light, but ex- 
pressed himself so as to suggest a division of the Divine Essence: 
ove” &s ‘Iépaxas Adxvov dd Adxvov 7 Os aprada eis SUo. (Arius, ap. 
Ath. de Synod.) 

1 In Tertullian’s eyes he was guilty of two almost equally heinous 
offences: “duo negotia diaboli Praxeas Romae procuravit—pro- 
phetiam expulit et haeresim intulit; Paracletum fugavit Patrem et cru- 
Cixi (P7are tl.) 

% Prax. 9,“eundem Patrem et Filium et Spiritum contenderat ad- 
versus oikovopiay monarchiae adulantes.” Jd. 27, “Spiritum Patrem 
ipsum vis haberi quia Deus spiritus ; guasi non et Dei Spiritus, sicut et 
Sermo Deus et Dei Sermo.” 
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He charged the Church with tritheism: “duo et tres,” 
Tertullian complains, “iam iactitant a nobis praedi- 
cari, se vero unius Dei cultores praesumunt?.” 
Noetus appears to have made no advance upon this 
shallow unitarianism. But Sabellius, or the school 
which took its name from him, saw that the Father, 
Son, and Spirit could not be merely synonymous 
names of Gop. An attempt was made to restore the 
doctrine of the Trinity upon the basis of an economi- 
éal self-revelation of Gop: it was taught that Gop ev 
pev TH Taroud as Iarépa vowobernoa, ev S€ TH Kawy 
os Tidv evavOpwmjoas, os Ivedpa dé “Aytov Tots amo- , 
oTo\os emipournoau» As the Homoousion became 
the watchword of the Church, so the Monoousion 
was the formula of the Sabellians: the term viordrwp 
was in use among them?, and had occasion required, 
a similar compound might have been devised to 
express the relation of the Spirit to the Father or 
to the Son. Another, probably a later, phase of 
Sabellianism explained this Divine self-revelation 
by a process which it called awdarvopos—the éx- 
taows of the Clementine Homilies: \éyer [SaBéd- 
Auos| viov tov Adyov ev TO Ilatpl pevovTa Kat Kata 
Kaipov HS Sypovpyias dawdpevov, meta peta THY 
TavTav Thypwow TOV Tpayydtwv eis Oedv avarpéxovTa’ 
70 auto S€ kal wept Tov LIvevparos déyer*, In support of 


Pear Ss 

* Theodoret, Haer. fab 1. 9. Cf. Ps.-Hieron. de Haer. 26, “trinitas 
in officiorum nominibus.” Epiph. Her. LXil. év wid dmoordce Tpets 
ovoyacias. A real distinction of the Persons was still denied. Thus 
the Sabellian ‘ Gospel acc. to the Egyptians’, represented our Lord as 
teaching rov adrdv elvar Ilarépa, rév adroy eivas Yidv, tov adrdy elvar 
“Aywov Ivetpa. (Hilgenfeld, Ubror. deperd. fragm.) 

* Athan, Exp. fid. (Migne, Xxv. p. 204), otre yap viordropa dpovod- 
pev as of SaBedXror A€yovres povoovarov kal ovx Omoovatoy. 

* [Ps.] Greg. Thaum. (1) xara pépos miotis). Migne, X. 1109. It is 
not certain whether Sabellius regarded the mAarvopés which led to the 
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this theory it was usual to cite the analogous relation 
of light and heat to the Sun: cya pev 70 Oadrrov 
Su nw 
etrouv Oepyov Kat Céov, 7d Tveduar 1d horioticdy tov 
Tidv. tov S€ Marépa airsy evar 7d fos TAhONS THS 
vrootdcews: 7O S€ “Ayiov Ivedua wéurecOar eis tov 

, an a 
Koopov Kat KabeEHs Kat Kal’ Exacta eis Exactov TOV 
Kata€ioupevor avalwoyovelv S€ Tov ToLodTov Kat avaléew, 
Oadrew te Kai Oeppatvew ds ciety Sid THs Tov Ivev- 

8 , , \ , al . . 

Maros Ovvapews Te Kal cupBdoews'. Epiphanius has 
preserved another Sabellian illustration, which seems 
intended to represent the internal relations of the 
Trinity: as & dvOpdr@ odpa Kat buy? Kal rvedpa...... 

A aA e .." , 4 A \g9 lal > lal 
TO Treva ws avOparrov, OUTWS Kal TO Ayvov Ivevjua ev 7h 
Oedrytu”. We learn from the author of the Praedest- 
natus that this heresy drew forth by way of protest 
one of the earliest statements of the Catholic doctrine 
of the Procession. He says: “His occurrit Dositheus 
episcopus Seleuciae, docens eam totam trinitatem ne- 
gare dum se aestimat unitatem defendere; Pater enim 
ingenitus, Filius genitus, Spzrztus Sanctus procedens 
ex Patre coaequalis per omnia Patri et Filio®.” Other 
testimonies to the faith of the Church, called forth 
by the Sabellian movement, will be given hereafter. 
manifestation of the Holy Spirit as having begun under the O. T. : 
see Neander, II. 324. sq. With the wAarvopos he compared the dvaipécers 
xapiopdrev (Ath. or. c. Ar. IV 25). 

1S. Epiph. Haer, LXXIt. 1 (Migne, XLI, 1052), 2 20, supra. 
3 Praedest. 1. 41 (Migne, LIII. p. 599). It is not clear from this 

account which of the Patripassian sects was the object of Dositheus’s 
attack, for he regards Sabellians Praxeans and Hermogenians as iden- 
tical (“ Sabelliani...sunt qui et Praxeani dicuntur...dicuntur et Her- 
mogeniani”). Le Quien, Orzens Christ. 1. p. 778, places this Do- 
sitheus in the third century: “saeculo ni fallor tertio iam adulto 
Seleuciae Syriae episcopus sedebat Dositheus qui contra Sabellianos 
Praxeanos et [?] Hermogenianos calamum strinxit utpote tunc nascen- 
tes haereticos.” The Seleucia of which he was bishop was Sel. 


Pieria, at the mouth of the Orontes, Its bishops were suffragans of 
Antioch: Wiltzsch, I. p. 50. 
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In this way, rather than by direct contribution, 
Sabellianism may claim a place in the history of the 
Procession-dogma. 

We must not forget Paulus of Samosata, whose 
‘somewhat singular heresy completes the cycle of 
third century Monarchianism. Paulus found a place 
for the Holy Spirit in his conception of the inner life 
of Gop; but of this part of his theology we have 
very imperfect knowledge, if indeed it was ever de- 
veloped by its author. The account of Epiphanius 
is as follows: ddoxer 5€ odTos cdr Iarépa kal Tidy Kat 
"Aywov Ivedpa eva Ocdv' &v Oc@ Sé del dvTa TOV avToU 
Aédyov kat 76 IIvetpa atrod woomep év avOpdrov Kapdia 
6 Udtos NOYoS...... eis €otiv 6 Oeds Kal ovxi Ilaryp o 
Tarnp Kal Tids 6 Tids Kal “Ayioy Tvetpa 70 “Ayvov 
TIvedpua, ie. the Son and the Spirit are impersonal 
attributes. The Logos was capable of being united 
to the Man Jesus, and the Holy Spirit could in 
some sense be emitted from Gop, since He was the 
Agent of the miraculous conception”. But the sys- 
tem of Paulus excluded belief in an essential proces- 
sion; and we know in fact that he rejected the idea 
of such a procession as inconsistent with the Unity 
of the Divine Essence, arguing thus; e py é& dv- 
Oparov yéyovey 06 Xpiatds Oeds, ovKodv dpoovords ott 
7@ Harpt kat avdyKn tpets ovolas etvar, play jev mpo- 
nyoupevyy, Tas 5é vo €€ €xeivyns®. In answer to this 
cavil, the Church withdrew for a time the term 
opoovows, but reasserted in other words the true 
Deity of our Lord. The relation of the Holy 


1S. Epiph. H/aer. LXv. 1 (Migne, XLII. p. 13). 

? Routh, R. S. p. 300, cuv@drOev 6 Adyos rH ex AaBid yeyevynueva os 
€atw “Ingots Xpiords, 6 yevnbeis éx Lvevparos ‘Aytov. Kab rodrov pey 
iveykev 1) mapbevos did TIvevparos ‘Aytov. Cf. Leont. de Sect. 3. 

3 Athan. de Syn. (Routh, Ill. p. 315). 
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Spirit to the Father, which had held a secondary 
place at the most in Paul’s theology, is not touched 
upon in the Synodical Epistle of the Council of 
Antioch. 
A glance at the foregoing chapter will show the 
difficulty which Ante-Nicene heresy found in dealing | 
with the doctrine of the Holy Ghost. In some 
systems the Spirit is but asynonym of the Father and 
the Son, or a particular manifestation of the Divine 
life. In others He is a person, but distinct from 
Gop: an Aeon or an Angel, produced or made by the 
Supreme. Of this latter class of hypotheses, some re- 
present Him as the ovvyos and co-equal of the Son: 
whilst others regard Him as subordinate and the 
creature of a created Logos. But amidst these con- 
tending voices, none was heard to anticipate the 
judgement of the Church. No heresiarch, no leader 
of asect, Gnostic or Montanist, Ebionite or Patri- 
passian, stumbled upon the simple expression of the 
truth, which the Catholic Church already possessed 
in her canonical Gospels, and which in due time 
she brought forth out of her treasury—‘“the Holy 
Ghost Whom I will send unto you from the ae 
...proceedeth from the Father.” 


- Indirect influence of Heresy on Christian thought. 


CHAPTER IN. 


THE ANSWER OF THE ANTE-NICENE CHURCH. 


“Non aliunde quam a Patre per Filium.” 
TERTULLIAN, Prax. 4. 


Our examination of Catholic writers was broken 
off in order to take the measure of the work accom- 
plished by the heretical leaders of the second and 
third centuries in reference to the doctrine of the 
Holy Ghost. We now return to the progress made 
during the same period within the Church. 

M. Matter, the historian of Gnosticism, has rightly 
rejected the idea that Christian doctrine owes any- 
thing of its essence to the speculations of the 
Gnosis'. But he freely grants that the indirect 
influence of the latter upon the scientific expression 
of the Faith was incalculable*. If its effects upon 
thought and language were chiefly visible in Syria 
and Egypt, the opposition which it excited in the 
West endowed the Church with a new literature. 
To the anti-gnostic reaction we owe the great 


1 Histoire critique du gnosticisme, Ul. p. 4 sq.: “nous n’admettons 
pas d’influence dans ce sens.” 

2 Jb. p. 10: “il est certain que les théories jetées dans le sein du 
christianisme par les gnostiques ont entrainé les docteurs de VEglise 
dans une série d’études spéciales...études dont Vinfluence sur les 
écoles chrétiennes de Syrie et d’Egypte sinon de Rome et de Carthage 
est incalculable. Il] est certain aussi que plusieurs des ouvrages les 
plus importants que nous ont laissés les meilleurs écrivains des 
premiers siécles ont été provoqués par le gnosticisme.” 
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work of Irenaeus, and an important part of the 
writings of Tertullian. Montanism and Monarch- 
ianism were equally fruitful in results; and it is not 
too much to say that in this way heresy introduces 
us to a fresh stage in the history of Catholic dogma. 

1. S. Irenaeus, who to the originality of a 
Christian thinker adds the authority of a hearer of 
S. Polycarp, the disciple of the Apostle S. John, 
opens his *Avarpom) THs Wevdwrdpou yracews with a 
vigorous attack upon the Valentinian system of 
emanations. He sees that the mpoBodai, by means 
of which Valentinus replenished his Pleroma, in- 
volved a separation of the Divine Essence wholly 
inconsistent with the incorporeal Unity of God. “Si 
enim sensum [i.e. vovv] emisit, ipse qui emisit 
sensum secundum eos compositus et corporalis in- 
telligitur, ut sit separatim quidem qui emisit Deus, 
separatim autem qui emissus est sensus...... Si 
autem non emissum extra Patrem illum dicant sed 
in ipso Patre, primo quidem superfluum erit etiam 
dicere emissum esse eum; quemadmodum enim 
emissus est si intra Patrem erat!?’ Furthermore, 
he is indignant at the inferior and adventitious place 
which was assigned amongst the Valentinian Aeons 
to Christ and the Holy Ghost: “ Quis enim sensum 
habens et veritatis vel modicum attingens sustinebit 
dicentes....alterum quidem esse Monogenem, alterum 
autem Christum quem et posteriorem reliquis Aeoni- 
bus cum Spiritu Sancto factum esse dicunt ?...ut nisi 
in ignorantia et deminoratione fuissent Aeones, se- 
cundum eos nec Christus emissus fuisset nec Spiritus 
Sanctus.... Non solum itaque in fabricatorem tan- 
tum irreligiosi sunt, labis eum dicentes fructum, sed 
et in Christum et in Spiritum Sanctum propter 


1 Haer. 1. 13, § 5. 6 (Migne, VII. 745). 
4-—2 


§2 His own view of Divine Processions, 


labem dicentes eos emissos}.” Yet in his zeal 
against this false emanation-theory, Irenaeus does 
not forget that the Faith itself reveals the existence 
of processions in God. Thus, of the Son’s Eternal 
generation he says, “Si quis...nobis dixerit, Quo- 
modo ergo Filius prolatus a Patre est? dicimus ei quia 
prolationem [apoBodyv] istam sive generationem sive 
nuncupationem sive adapertionem aut quolibet quis 
nomine vocaverit generationem, nemo novit...nisi 
solus qui generavit Pater et-qui natus est Filius”.” 
And if he has no explanation to offer of that which 
is ineffable, more than one fresh illustration of the 
mystery is attempted. The Son is described as the 
progenies Patris, the Spirit as His fgurato i.e. His 
Image®. ‘The Son and the Spirit are the Hands of 
God: “homo...per Manus Eius plasmatus est, hoc 
est per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit, ‘ Facia- 
mus hominem?*’.” The latter is a favourite simile 
with Irenaeus. Rejecting the notion of a creation 
of man by created angels, he exclaims, “ Quasi ipse 
suas non haberet manus! adest enim ei semper 
Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos et 
in quibus omnia...fecit, ad quos et loquitur dicens, 
‘Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem 
nostram.’” The fifth book has two other passages 


1 76. 11. 19 § 9 Migne, 776. 

2 76. 11. 28. § 6 (Migne, 809). 

5 7b. Iv. 7. § 4 (Migne, 993), “ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua pro- 
genies et figuratio sua, id est, Filius et Sp. S., Verbum et Sapientia.” 
Fathers of the 4th cent. speak of the Holy Spirit as the efkav (S. Basil) 
or odpayis (S. Athan.) of the Son; hence it has been inferred that 
Jiguratio sua represents poppeais or diatdm@cts avrov, i.e. rod Yiod. 
Cf. the note in Migne Zc. and Harvey’s S. Jren. W. p. 164. But it 
seems precarious to interpret Irenaeus by the practice of a later age. 
Dorner is probably right: “he calls the Spirit Figuratio Patris.” 
Cf. Hippol. Phzlos., vi. 14. 17d Tvedpa...eikav ris drepdvrov dSuvdpews 
(cited from Simon’s dmégaors). 


* Haer. W. praef. tb, 20 § 1 (Migne, 975 sq.). 
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of the same character, Such a figure, whilst it 
maintained the equality of the Spirit and the Son, 
and Their consubstantiality with the Father and 
inseparableness from Him, set forth also a doctrine 
of Divine Processions. It taught that the Son 
and the Holy Spirit alike proceed from the Father, 
Nor did it necessarily connect the act of procession 
with the creation of the world. A man has hands 
before he uses them to build or to construct. God 
was never without His Hands; His Word and 
Spirit were ever with Him. . 

It is not so easy to determine what relation Ire- 
naeus supposes the Son and the Spirit to bear to Each 
Other in the life of the Holy Trinity. The metaphor 
of the Hands suggests consubstantiality coupled 
with inferiority of order and office in the case 
of the Holy Spirit. Mr Harvey sees the Western 
view of the Procession in a passage where Irenaeus 
writes, “Pater enim conditionem simul et Verbum 
suum portans et Verbum portatum a Patre praestat 
Spiritum omnibus quemadmodum vult Pater?.” 
A more striking passage is that in which Christians 
are regarded as “per Spiritum imaginem et inscrip- 
tionem Patris et Filii accipientes*.” The Holy 
Spirit is, moreover, described as the “communicatio 
Christi,” the “scala ascensionis ad Deum?;” and the 


1 viz. v. 16§ 1, 28§ 4. See Newman, 7Zvacts, p. 171. 

2 Haer. v. 18 § 2 (Migne, 1173). “‘ The Holy Spirit therefore (Mr 
Harvey annotates) proceedeth from the Father and the Son. Only 
the Spirit is said to stand in the same ratio to the Son that the Son 
bears to the Father...Therefore the processions of the Spirit from the 
Son could never have been denied in the theology of S. Irenaeus.” 
(S. Zrenaeus, Il. p. 373.) On Haer. V. 13 § 2 see p. 9 (note) supr, 


3 7). 111. 17 § 3 (Migne, 930). 
476, 111. 24 § 1 (Migne, 966), “Communicatio Christi id est 


Spiritus Sanctus, arrha incorruptelae et confirmatio fidei nostrae et 
scala ascensionis ad Deum.” /#/r. “qui non participant cum...neque 
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latter idea seems to have been received by tradition 
from the Apostolic age: “hanc esse adordinationem 
et dispositionem eorum qui salvantur, dicunt presby- 
teri Apostolorum discipuli, et per huiusmodi gradus 
proficere, et per Spiritum quidem [ad] Filium, per 
Filium autem ascendere ad Patrem.” In a fragment 
probably belonging to the lost treatise ‘On Know- 
ledge,’ the same truth is expressed still more dis- 
tinctly: ef pev ov« éyxet [Tis] “Aysov Ivetpa, ovK exer 
ywaow Tod KTicavros’ od tapedé€ato THY Cunv “Inaod 
Xpicrov' ovK olde Tov Ilatépa Tov ev Tots ovpavois’. 
Such language does not directly teach the eternal 
procession from or through the Son: but it certainly 
implies a relation of the Spirit to the Son deeper 
than that of simple mission, and such that the Spirit 
receives of the Son and is in His Essence the Spirit 
of the Son as he is the Spirit of the Father. 

2. Tertullian, the earliest of Latin Church writers 
properly so called, takes up a much bolder position. 
It is hardly too much to say that he is the first to 
formulate the floating belief of the Church as to 
Divine Processions, and that in his writings we also 
find the first distinct approximation to the Western 
doctrine of the Procession of the Holy Ghost. His 
encounter with the school of Praxeas led him to see 


percipiunt de corpore Christi priocedentem nitidissimum fontem.” 
Mr Harvey refers to Jer. ii. 13, €ué éyxarédumov anyivy Bdaros wis. 
But is not the allusion rather to Apoc. xxii. I, woraydv...Aaumpov... 
ekmropevopevon ? ' 

1 Tren. fragm. XXXVI (Migne, 1244). The fragment numbered xx1, 
in Massuet’s collection (Migne, VII. 1242) would be of the greatest 
value if certainly genuine, but the reasons for ascribing it to Irenaeus 
are of the slightest: see Massuet’s note in Migne Zc. and Stieren, 1. 
p. 838 n. 4. It runs, Aidwou S€ [Motos] ovk eupvojnoe xabdmep, 6 
Xpioros’ re pr) eore mnyh rod Uvedparos. A Syriac fragment printed 
by Pitra (Spc. Solesm, 1. p. 6), cites among many other indications 
of Our Lord’s Deity His power to give the Holy Ghost by insufflation. 
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more clearly than Irenaeus the elements of truth which 
the Valentinian system contained. If the Son and 
the Holy Ghost were not, as Praxeas asserted them 
to be, mere alternative names of the One Supreme 
God, or, at most, as Sabellius maintained, successive 
manifestations of His inner life, then the Divine 
Nature must, in some sense, be generative and pro- 
ductive: and the formula ‘Gop of Gon’! must find 
place in the Catholic Creed. Tertullian applies this 
principle in the first instance to the Second Person: 
“unicum quidem Deum credimus sub hac tamen dis- 
pensatione quam oixovoutay dicimus, ut unici Dei sit 
et Filius, sermo ipsius qui ex ipso processerit*.” This 
is probably the earliest instance, outside the Canon, 
of the theological use of procedere; but it is doubtful 
whether the eternal procession, i.e. the Generation of 
the Son, is more than in the background of the word 
as Tertullian understands it. To express the essential 
relation of the Son and the Spirit to the Father, he 
boldly wrests out of the hands of the Gnosis the 
terminology which it had contrived to make its own, 
and which Irenaeus had been disposed to surrender 
to the enemy. Such words as zpoBohy*, prolatzo, 
producere, emittere, are capable in his judgment 
of a true and orthodox sense as well as of a 
false. Thus, arguing that the Word of the Lord, by 
which the heavens were made, must be a Zerson, he 


1 Prax. 15 (Migne, I. 173) “nam etsi Deus Sermo, sed apud 
Deum, quia ex Deo Deus.” Cf. Hippolyt. c. Woet. (ed. Lagarde, p. 51). 
obras mapioraro atté Erepos’ érepov b€ héyov ov dv0 Oeods Ayo GAN os 
das ex pords «..X. Hippolytus, however, stops short at the genera- 
tion of the Son. 

2 744, 2 (Migne, 156). Cf. S. John viii. 42, e« rod Oeod eff Oov, 
ex Deo processi. Tertullian however read ex Deo exivt: see Roénsch, 
das N. T. Tertullian’s, p. 270. 

3 Cf. Kaye’s Tertullian, p. 504 Sq, 
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writes!: “Quid est enim, dices, sermo nisi vox et 
sonus oris...vacuum nescio quid et inane et incor- 
porale ? . At ego nihil dico de Deo inane et vacuum 
prodire potuisse, ut non de inani et vacuo prolatum 
nec carere substantia quod de tanta substantia pro- 
cessit et tantas substantias fecit.” ‘But is not this 
sheer Gnosticism?’ Tertullian anticipates the objec- 
tion. “Hoc si quis putaverit me wpoBodny aliquam 
introducere (id est prolationem rei alterius ex altera) 
quod facit Valentinus alium atque alium Aeonem de 
Aeone producens : primo equidem dicam tibi non 
ideo non utatur et Veritas vocabulo isto et re ac 
cursu elus quia et haeresis utitur; immo haeresis 
potius ex veritate accepit quod ad mendacium suum 
strueret.” The simple question remains, Does the 
Word of God derive His Essence from the Father, 
or not? If He does, there is a true mpoBodr of 
which the Gnostic emanations are counterfeits. 
The Valentinian zpdé@\npa was cut off and separate 
from its source; the true is consubstantial with and 
immanent in its mpoBoreds. “ Protulit enim Deus 
' Sermonem...sicut radix fruticem et fons fluvium et 
sol radium...Nam et radix et frutex duae res sunt 
sed conjunctae: et fons et flumen duae species sunt 
sed indivisae : et sol et radius duae formae sunt sed 
cohaerentes.” But Tertullian recognises another Di- 
vine apoBod); there is a Third Person in the God- 
head, and, therefore, a second procession from God, 
He extends his illustrations so as to embrace this pro- 
cession of the Spirit, and thus admits us to a view of 
his doctrine of the Holy Ghost. “Omne quod prodit 
ex aliquo, secundum sit eius necesse est de quo pro- 
Grtaat secundus autem ubi est, duo sunt; et tertium 
ubi est, tres sunt. Tertius enim est Spiritus a Deo 


1 Prax. 7, 8 (Migne, 162 sq.). 
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et Filio sicut tertius a radice fructus ex frutice et 
tertius a fonte rivus ex flumine et tertius a sole apex 
ex radio.” It cannot fairly be objected that Tertul- 
lian deals here simply with the order of the Persons: 
his illustrations carry him into the ground and 
reason of that Divine order’. The Son is second, 
because He proceeds from the Father immediately : 
the Spirit is third, because He derives His existence 
immediately from the Son. The ‘fructus’ is ‘ex 
frutice’ in more than the order of nature: the 
‘rivus’ is ‘ex flumine’ by a real process of derivation: 
although the ‘frutex’ is not the ‘radix’ nor the 
‘flumen’ the ‘fons’. If any doubt could be left as to 
Tertullian’s meaning, it is removed by other passages. 
Thus his exposition of S. John xvi. 14 implies a 
relation of the Spirit to the Son analogous to the 
relation of the Son to the Father: ‘de Meo sumet, 
inquit, sicut ipse de Patre. Ita connexus Patri in 
Filio et Filii in Paracleto tres efficit cohaerentes 
alterum ex altero®” And the following is explicit 
in support of an essential emission through the 
Son: “Filium non aliunde deduco sed de substantia 
Patris...Spiritum non aliunde puto quam a Patre pery. 
Filium. Vide ergo ne tu potius monarchiam de- 
struas*.” If Tertullian would have dissented from 
the Filiogue of the Latin Creed, his dissent could 
have been grounded only on the inexactness of the 


1 Cf. Van der Moeren de process. Spiritus Sancti (Lovanii, 1864), 
p. 41, “non me latet sat multos esse auctores inter quos ipse Petavius, 
qui existimant Tertullianum hoc loco non agere de Sp. S. origine, sed 
tantum de personarum divinarum ordine,..Verum illi satis non at- 
tenderunt ad totum contextum sermonem...fructus...non tantum 
dicitur et est tertius a radice et frutice ; sed ita tertius ut sit ex /rutice 
adeoque ex radice, cum ipsa frutex sit ex radice.” 

2 Prax. 25 (Migne, 188). Cf. Baur, Dredenigkeit, 11. p. 260. 


3 76. 4 (Migne, 159). 
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expression or its want of adequate authority. The 
dogma which is meant to be conveyed by the 
Filioqgue is not appreciably different from the dogma 
which Tertullian expresses by his per Filzeum'. 

3. While heresy was being opposed by Ire- 
naeus in Gaul and. by Tertullian in North Africa, 
Egypt witnessed the rise at Alexandria of the first 
great Christian school of theology. In that home of 
Neoplatonism and the Gnosis the Church made its 
earliest effort to set forth in human words the 
treasures of wisdom and knowledge which are hid in 
Christ. By the Apologists the doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity had been regarded as offering the best 
answer to the Pagan charge of Atheism, whilst the 
writers against heresy contrasted it with the Gnos- 
tic and Monarchian perversions of the Faith. The 
Alexandrians for the first time approached the doc- 
trine in the character of scientific theologians, or 
rather, perhaps, as earnest and devout, but free and 
cultivated enquirers after truth. 

Pantaenus, the first in our list of Alexandrian 
catechists’, has left nothing of doctrinal importance?®. 
His successor, the Alexandrian Clement, in his ex- 
tant writings deals largely with the relation of the 
Logos to God. The Divine Nature in Christ is 
defined as the dvvapis tod cov, the dpyiKararos 
Novos Tov Tatpos Kai copia, the dwrds apxéruTov das, 
the dypovos Kat dvapxos apyy of Creation. The 
Generation of the Son is thus expressed: & pev 76 
ayévyytov...ev S€ Kal TO mpoyenbev S80 od 7a mdvTa 


éyévero*, An Arian interpretation of this language is 


1 Per Filium exceeds the teaching of Tertullian’s own ‘ Rule of 
Faith’ (Hahn, p. 69 sq.). 

* See, however, p. 25 (note) supr. 

° The fragments are collected in Routh, R. S. I. pp. 378—383. 

* I take these instances from Guerike, Schol, Alex. p. 131 sq. 
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excluded by the fact that Clement repeatedly ascribes 
to Christ the name and attributes of Deity}, With 
regard to the Holy Spirit he speaks in a vague and 
undogmatic manner. The Spirit is the holy anoint- 
ing oil prepared by the Christ for His friends, a 
fragrant unguent compounded of celestial spices: 
TovTo oKevaler Xpiotos avOparois yrwpipors evwdias 
Greipa €x TOV ovpaviwy cvvTbels dpwpdtwv TO ppov®, 
The beauty of the truly Gnostic soul is deemed meet 
by the Holy Spirit to become His temple, since it is 
the earthly image of the power and excellence of God: 
€miyeos eikav Oeias Suvdmews 1) yroortiKy uy) Tedela 
GpETH KEKOTPLNMEVH...TOVTO TO KadAOS THS WuyTs vEeds 
ywerar Tod “Ayiov IIvevyaros®, The Platonists hold 
that the human mind is an effluence from the Deity: 
we teach that the soul of the believer is inspired by 
the Holy Ghost. But this must not be understood 
to imply a division of the Spirit's essence as if a part 
of God were in each of us: nets pev T@ TeTLoTEVKOTL 
mpocemumvetoOar 7d “Ayiov Ivedyd paper’ ot S€ audi 
Idrova votv pev ev ivyn Oeias poipas amoppovay 
UrdpxovTa, puyny 5€ ev odpar. Katoucilovow...adN’ ov 
cs pepos Oeod év Exdotm jypav 76 Iveta drs d€ 7 
Suavopy avTyn, Kal 6 TL mote éote TO “Aytov Iveta, &v 
Tots Tept Tpopytetas Kav Tots TEpi Wuyns EmdetxOnoeraL 
jpiv*. Whether Clement fulfilled the promise of 
these last words is not certainly known. Fabricius 
has collected from his extant writings a long list of 
such promises®, many of which, it is probable, were 

1 Cf. Kaye’s Clement of Alexandria, pp. 332—3, notes. 

2 Paedag. U1. 8 (Migne, VIII. 471). 

3 Strom. Vil. 11 (Migne, IX. 490). 

4 Strom. V. 13 (Migne, IX. 129). Cf. Strom. VI. 24, duepds pept- 
Copevov Uvetpa Kupiov (Kaye, p. 353)- 


5 Bibl. Graec. ed. Harles. pp. 133—4. Among the opera deperdita 
of Clement Fabricius mentions a book entitled dpot di:apopor, from 
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never redeemed. A fragment, however, first printed 
by Cotelier under the name of Clement of Rome, may 
possibly belong to one or other of the works in 
which the Alexandrian Clement undertook to deal 
with the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. If so, we can 
only regret the loss of a treatise which, in the few 
words that remain, has so much to teach. It will be 
observed that this fragment, of which the most im- 
portant part is subjoined, borrows for the first time 
the terminology of S. John’s Gospel. Maxdpuos 
dvhp 6 ywooKav tiv Tod Tarpos déow Sv Exoped- 
cews TOO Tavaytov Ivevpatos’ pmaxdpios 0 ywdo- 
Kov Kat haBav ott TO “Aytov IIvevpd éotw n Sdors 
avtov. Kat rovro év TUT@ mepioTepas TapéoxE TO yap 
(Gov dkaxtay exer kal ayoddv éotw" aKakos O€ 0 TaTHpP 
TVEDLA COWKEV AKAKOV...4T0 OTAAYXVOV LOltwv Tpote- 
MEVvOS...€oTW Ov TOUTO ayLoV Kal evOes TO aT AUTO 
mpoedOov Kat dvvapuis avtod Kat Oé\nua avrov eis 7y- 
popa dd&ns avtod davepwhév'. The passage is of a 
practical character: it deals with the mission and 
work of the Paraclete: yet the eternal procession is 
clearly in the background of the thought; the exzd- 
pevots of which the writer speaks is an issuing forth 
from the Heart, i.e. from the inner Life of God. 

We are in some measure consoled for the loss of 
Clement’s work wept apodyreias by the full and 


which Veccus (de process. Sp. S.) quotes the following definition of 
the Spirit: €o7i Newry Kal didos Kal aoynudrioros éexmopevTiKy 
Umapécs. 

* Migne, I. 459. Cotelier extracted it from Cod. 1026 in the Royal 
Library at Paris, where it was headed rod dyiov KAnpevtos émurkémov 
‘Podyns...cis 70 "Aytov IIvetpa. Dr Lightfoot, who follows Bp. Jacobson 
in appending it to the works of the Roman Clement, writes (p. 220) 
“Tam disposed myself to believe...that the fragment belongs not © 
the Roman but to the Alexandrian....It accords entirely with his tone 
of thought, and even resembles extant passages where he speaks on 
this subject.” Gebhardt thinks it not earlier than cent. iv, 
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interesting treatment which the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit receives in the extant writings of Origen. 
Dorner indeed states that this doctrine was “but 
little developed by Origen!”: little, that is, in pro- 
portion to the extent of his Christology. But in 
comparison with other writers of the Ante-Nicene 
period, the great Alexandrian is diffuse and explicit 
upon this subject. If we do not find in his works 
the solution of a problem which still perplexes the 
Church, the elements of the problem are at least for 
the first time clearly recognized. 

Origen’s theology starts from the conception of 
God as a simple and indivisible because incorporeal 
Unity: “intellectualis natura simplex...ut sit ex 
omni parte povds et ut ita dicam éds...fons ex 
quo initium totius intellectualis naturae vel mentis 
est?.” He turns with peculiar aversion from the 
Valentinian system of emanations, refusing to use 
the word which Valentinus had abused: e ydp 
mpoBohy éotw o Tids tov Ilatpos Kat yervd pev é€ 
avTov OTot TA TaV Cdwv yervnpata, avayKn Tope €ivar 
Tov mpoBdddrovTa Kat Tov mpoBeBdynuevov®., He con- 
ceives that a juster analogy is to be found in the 
mystery of the human spirit: “sicut voluntas proce- 
dit e mente...neque ab ea separatur aut dividitur*.” 
On the other hand he is equally opposed to the 
false Monarchianism of Praxeas. It was by the 
arguments of Origen that Beryllus of Bostra, who re- 
garded the life of the Incarnate Son asa vepvypady of 

1 Dorner, I. ii. 123. 

2 de princip. 1. 6 (Migne, XI. 126). 

3 de princip. IV. 28 (Migne, 401). 

4 7.1. 2, § 6 (Migne XI. 135): z#fr. (Migne, 402) “absque ulla 
corporali passione velut si voluntas procedat e mente.” Yet (Comm. 


in F$oann. XII. 25) the Son is an dravyacpa, dmdsppora, cixav rie ddéns 
roo Ilatpos: see next page. 
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the Father’s Godhead, was induced to retractt. In 
the extant writings of Origen the Patripassians—ot 
ovyxéovtes as he calls them—are repeatedly attacked: 
“We,” he emphatically says, “believe that there are 
three hypostases, the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost?.” With regard to the Second Person 
he finds a resting place in the doctrine of an eternal 
generation, a process timeless and endless: ovxt 
éyernow 6 Ilarip tov Tidv Kat daéhuoev avtov o 
Tlarip amd rhs yevéorews adrov, adda det yerva avtdv— 
just as the dmavyaopa streams forth continuously 
and indivisibly from the source of light®, Thus the 
Father was always Father, the Son always Son: wére 
yap 6 beds dmavyacpa ovK eiye THS dias SdEys* ;...00 
yap 6 Oeds Tlarip etvar npEato Kwhudpevos ws ot yevd- 
pevor matépes avOpamot v70 TOU pn StvacAa®. The 
same, he significantly adds, must be said concerning 
the Holy Ghost®. Like the Generation of the Son 
the Procession of the Holy Spirit is an eternal fact 
in the Life of God, expressing the relation of a 
derived but coeternal Person to the Source of Deity. 
“Filium generat Pater et Spiritum Sanctum pro- 
fert, non quasi qui ante non erat, sed quia origo et 
fons Filii vel Spiritus Sancti Pater est, et nihil in his 
anterius posteriusve intelligi potest’.” 


t Euseb. 43 2. Vi. 33. 

2 in Foann. it. 6 (Migne, XIV. 128). 

3 in Feremiam 1X. 4 (Migne, XIII. 357). 

4 fragm. ap. Athan. de decr. S. N. 27. 

5 fragm. 7 Genesin ap. Euseb. c. Marcell. 1. 22. 

8 76 avré pévrovye Kal wept Tov ‘Ayiou Ivedparos Aexréov. 

" de princip. 1. 1. (Migne, x1. 186.) Cf. 2d. I. 2, “principalis 
bonitas in Deo sentienda est Patre, ex quo vel Filius natus vel 
Spiritus Sanctus procedens sine dubio bonitatis eius naturam 
in se refert quae est in eo fonte de quo vel natus est Filius, vel pro- 
cedit Spiritus Sanctus.” Hom. in Num. Xvt. 4 (Migne, XII. 708), 
“‘quamvis et Salvator noster fluvius sit qui laetificat civitatem Dei ance 


Summary of his view. Lens SF 


There are two passages in which we get a nearer 
view of Origen’s teaching on the relation of the 
Holy Spirit to the Son. (a) His exposition of Rom. 
viii. 9—111 seems to anticipate a line of argument 
which is common in Western theologians of a later 
age. ‘‘Requirendum est (he writes) utrum diversum sit 
Spiritum Dei esse in aliquo an Spiritum Christi...Sed 
quantum vel consequentiam loci praesentis intueor 
vel illud quod Salvator in Evangelio de Spiritu 
Sancto dicit quia ‘a Patre procedit’ et ‘de meo 
accipiet—cum, inquam, tantam hanc unitatis inter 
Patrem et Filium aspicio rationem, Spiritus Dei et 
Spiritus Christi unus atque idem mihi Spiritus dici 
videtur®.” (4) Writing on S. John, i. 28, Origen raises 


Spiritus Sanctus non solum ipse fluvius sit, sed et iis quibus datus 
fuerit, flumina ventre eorum procedant; et Deus Pater dicat, ‘Me 
dereliquerunt fontem aquae vivae, ex quo scilicet fonte flumina ista 
procedunt.’” The Father is the fous Spiritus Sancté: and the only 
point upon which Origen hesitates is the distinction between Genera- 
tion and Procession: de princ. 1. Praef. § 4, “honore ac dignitate 
Patri ac Filio sociatum tradiderunt [apostoli] Spiritum Sanctum. In 
hoc non iam manifeste discernitur utrum natus an innatus [yevnros 7 
dyévnros (? ‘factus an infectus.’ Jerome)], vel Filius etiam Dei ipse 
habendus sit necne [v. sudr pp. 16, 17].” 

1 et 8é ris vetpa Xptorod ovk eye, k.7X. 

2 Comm. in Ep. ad Roman. Vi. 12 (Migne, XIV. 1098). Origen 
mentions, however, other solutions, and hastens to a practical con- 
clusion. The latter is so beautiful and true that I cannot refrain 
from giving it a place here. “Sic unus quisque habere in se probatur 
Spiritum Christi. Christus Sapientia est: si sit quis sapiens secun- 
dum Christum...habet in se per sapientiam Spiritum Christi. Christus 
pax est: si quis habeat in se pacem Christi, per Spiritum pacis habet 
in se Spiritum Christi. Sic et caritatem, sic et sanctificationem, sic 
et singula quaeque quae Christus esse dicitur qui habet, hic Spiritum 
Christi in se habere credendus est, et sperare quod mortale corpus 
suum vivificabitur propter inhabitantem in se Spiritum Christi.” 

3 gdvra S¢ adrod éyévero Kal xwpis avtod éyévero ovde Ey 6 yéyover. 
Cf. S. Ambrose de Sp. S. 1. 2 (Migne, XVI. 740), “Omnia per Filium 
Scriptura dicit esse quae facta sunt: cum autem factus non doceatur 
Sp. S., utique nec inter omnia probari potest.” Origen placed the full 
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the question whether the Holy Spirit is to be in- 
cluded among “things that were made” by the 
Logos. Since ‘without Him was not anything 
made,’ there appear to him to be only two possi- 
ble modes of escape from this conclusion: the 
pseudo-monarchian hypothesis, which destroys the 
distinct personality of the Spirit; and the equally 
erroneous tritheistic view, which regards Him as 
ingenerate (dyévynros). Accordingly, Origen decides 
that the Holy Spirit had in some sense a yéveous!: 
that He derived His existence through the Word. 
This Genesis of the Spirit seems to him to imply the 
dependence of His Person on the Person of the Son, 
ov xprtew eouxe SvakovovvTos avTov TH UmooTdcel. 
Lastly, regarding the Holy Spirit in His relation to 
the Church, Origen holds ry bdnv trav dd Oeod 
Xapicudtov mrapéyew Tois aytouw, THS eipnuevyns VANS 
TOV xaplopLaTwv evepyoupévns pev amd Tov Beod, Sxa- 
Kovouperns S€ vd TOU XpicTov, Vdeatdons dé Kara TO 
"Ayvov Ivevpa?. 

If this passage stood by itself, it would be hard 
to acquit Origen of having held an unworthy view 
of the Person of the Holy Spirit, and thus having 
been led to resolve His Procession from the Father 
into a production by the Son. But, as elsewhere 
he distinctly refuses to call the Holy Ghost a 
creature, and asserts His timeless procession from 
the Father, it is fair to suppose that in this place by 


stop after €v, connecting 0 yéyovev év até, Cai Fv. Was it this punc- 
tuation which led him to overlook the true solution ? 

l dyévynrov pndév erepov tod Tarpos etvae micrevovres...rd Iveta 
yemntov dv dia Tod Aoyou yeyovévat. 

2 in Foann. il. 6 (Migne, XIV. 128). Cf. 7. xx. 23. 4rd pev ovy 
“"Aywov IIvedpua...drav Aadj, odk ek Tov diay Nadret GAN amd rod Aoyou 
(citing ék rod éuot Anperat). He says the same however of the created 
Angels. See Larly History, &c. pp. 21—23. 
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the y&eous of the Spirit he means no more than 
His éxzdpevors, the derivation of His Essence from 
an ayévyyntos apxy. On the whole we conclude that 
Origen held substantially the Eternal Procession of 
the Holy Spirit from the Father through the Son; a 
view which we shall find supported by the great 
Greek theologians of the next century, and which 
differs in little more than expression from the pre- 
sent doctrine of the Western Church. 

Dionysius of Alexandria had been Origen’s pupil, 
and one of his successors in the Catechetical School. 
His view of the Procession may be gathered from 
a fragment of his Epistle to Dionysius of Rome’. 
Speaking of the indivisibility of the Divine Essence, 
and of the doctrine known as the czrcumincessio, he 
says, Tav am éuov \exXPvTwv dvopdtwv ExacTov axo- 
piotov €ott Kal ddvatperoy Tov TAyatov... Ay.ov IIvetpa 
mpooeOnka’ GN dua Kat 7d0ev Kat dud Tivos qKev 
edyppooa. The Holy Spirit came, he means to say, 
From the Father and ¢rough the Son—the view we 
have seen cause to ascribe to Origen. Dionysius 
adds, Ovre 6 Tids dadkiotat Tod Ilatpos..€v TE Tats 
yepow attov éoti 76 Ivetpa pjre Tov wepsovtos pyte 
zo0 épovtos Suvdpevov orépecOa. He is speaking of 
the Spirit’s mission, but the eternal relations of the 
Persons are present to his mind; for ‘shortly after this,’ 
as S. Athanasius witnesses’, ‘he adds’ Ovrw pév yets 
(we Catholics in contrast to the followers of Sabel- 
lius) eis re rv Tpudda THY povdda Thativoper dOvaipe- 
Tov, Kal THy Tpidda TwadwW dpelwrov els THY povdoa 


1 Routh, &. S. m1. p. 395. Of the Son he taught (7. p. 394) that 
He is rorapos tm’ [ fors. dx] adtod [rod Ocod] mpoxeopevos = Tertullian’s 
fontis fiuvius. The fragments are preserved by S. Athanasius (de 
sentent. Dionysit). 

2 Athan. Z. c. (ap. Routh, Ill. p. 395) 


S. 5 


66 Pierius: Theognostus: 


ovyKeparaodpefa: ie, our mharucpds neither divides 
the substance nor confounds the Persons: it is a 
process which does not depend upon the wants of 
the creature, but which is immanent in the eternal 
Life of God. 

Of the other Alexandrian Catechists of the third 
century, Pierius, we are informed by Photius, subor- 
dinated the Spirit to the Father and the Son’. 
Probably this means that Pierius, like Origen, as- 
serted the production, i.e. the procession of the Holy 
Ghost from the Father through the Son. Theognos- 
tus may be supposed to have held the same view. 
In a fragment of his work ‘On the Blasphemy 
against the Holy Ghost,’ he labours to prove that 
the unpardonableness of that sin is not due to any 
superiority of the Spirit over the Son: ov dia rH 
viepBodjv Tod Ilvedpatos mpos Tov Tidv aduxrdés éore 
kat dovyyvwaoros 7 eis Td Iveta Bracdypia®. Photius 
says that in his Hlyfotyposes Theognostus set him- 
self to establish the daap&is of the Spirit: ie. His 
distinct personal existence®, The subject must have 
led him across the question of the Procession, upon 
which Photius hints that he expressed the views of 
Origen *. 

S. Gregory Thaumaturgus, though not a suc- 
cessor of Origen, had been his disciple: and if we 


1 Routh, p. 430. Larly History, &c. p. 25. 

2 Routh, p. 410. Theognostus accounts for the fact thus: ‘O pev 
Yids ovyxaraBaiver trois drehéor, TO Se Lvedpa odpayis eats trav Tedevov- 
pévov...emt pev tots dreheow earl cuyyvepn, emi O€ Tois...rehec@bciow 
ovdepia mepirelrerar ovyyvapns dmodoyla Kat mapaitnons. 

3 Biblioth. Cod, Cvi. (ap. Routh, p. 413) ev tO tpite dye [roy 
UrotuTacewy] mept Tod ‘Ayiov Ilvedparos SvadapBdvev tidnoe pev em- 
Xepypara tv Tod mavayioy Iyvevpmaros Secxvier VmapEw aromeipopevos. 

* ib. ra 8é Adda Somep ’Qpryévys ev +H wept dpxdy obrw Kal avros 
evravOa mapadnpeit. On the Generation of the Son Theognostus was 
sound: ek ris rod Marpds ovclas pu (ap. Athan. de decr. S. N. 25). 
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may regard as genuine the shorter confession which 
from the days of S, Basil has borne his name, his view 
of the Procession nearly coincided with Origen’s, 
“There is one Holy Spirit,” so this Ante-Nicene 
ecthesis teaches, ék Oeod rv vrapéw éxov Kat dud 
Tiod edyvds [Shad ois dvOpdrois], eikdv Tod Tiod 
Tedeiou Tehela.. .ovTE odv évéduré Tote Tids Ilarpt ovre 
Ti@ 7d Ivedual. The bracketed words are open 
to suspicion; their form suggests the g/ossator: 
and there is nothing which corresponds to them 
in the version of Rufinus% Moreover, if the 
expavois of the Spirit by the Son had been in 
Gregory’s view merely temporal and economical’, it 
is difficult to see why he should have regarded the 
Spirit as the Perfect Image of the Son, or as coher- 
ing to the Person of the Son as the Son coheres to 
the Father. It is doubtful whether the longer Con- 
fession (y kard pépos miozris) which bears the name 
of S. Gregory of Neo-Caesarea belongs, in its pre- 
sent form, to so early a writer: but its fuller state- 
ment of the Procession-dogma may be given here as 
a fair comment upon the language of the briefer 
ecthesis: opohoyotpev opoovovov eivat To Tlarpi... 

‘ “A ~ , 3 a 3 re lal A 
To Ivevpa...tov Hvevpatos ex THs ovotas Tov Ilatpos 
dv Tiov didiws éexreudpbértos*. 

1 Migne x. 986. 

2 Le Quien, dss. Damasc. 1. 53: “In codicibus Graecis in quos 
hactenus incidi additur 67Aaé7) zoits avOpemos...Quas voculas Gre- 
gorianae istius confessionis simplicitas pati non videtur...porro falsa- 
tam Thaumaturgi expositionem coarguit vetus interpretatio Latina 
historiae ecclesiasticae Eusebii quam Ruffinus Aquileiensis adornavit... 
Eas [voces] etiam non legebat Adrianus I.” 

3 7b. “ Patribus Graecis tritissimum est quamlibet personae divinae 
processionem éxdavoews et ékAauews vocabulo enuntiare: quocirca 
Gregorius Theologus alicubi ait (Ovaz XXX. 9) personas divinas ab 
invicem discriminari ratione tijs éxpavoews 7 THs mpos GAAnda 


Txeoews.” 
4 The larger ékOecs has recently been edited by Lagarde in Syriac 
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68 S. Methodius of Tyre. 


One other writer, more distantly related to the 
school of Origen, must not here be overlooked. S. 
Methodius, Bishop of Tyre, who flourished in the 
last years of the third century and was martyred a.D. 
311, has much to say about the relation of the Holy 
Spirit to Gop, to Christ, and to the Church. His 
language, however, is so charged with metaphor that 
it is not easy to determine his precise view of the 
Procession. He calls the Holy Spirit an éxropeury 
vmdotacts, likening Him to Eve, who proceeded 
from the side of Adam?: yet, in another passage, the 
Church is Eve, and the Spirit is the rib of the 
Second Adam: rovro yap Kupios adv 7 mevpa héyouto 
tov Adyov 70 IIvedpa...ad o0 LapBdvev o Ods pera 
TY ekotacw Tov Xpiotod (6 Sy éote peta THY evar- 
Opdanow Kat TO 74.00s) THY Bon Oov avT@ KataoKevacer”. 
Again, the Spirit is symbolized by the result of two 
perfect numbers, Kao ras yudoeds eote tod Tiod 
ToUTO Kat Tov Ilatpos wepiextixov®. Lastly, Methodius 
regards the Son and the Holy Ghost as personally 
distinct and as coordinate sources of Grace. They are 
the Vine and the Fig-tree of the spiritual husbandry*, 
They correspond to the two Olive-trees of Zechariah’s 
vision: eimev 6 ayyehos, Obrou of S¥o viol TNS TLOTHTOS 


from a MS. in the Brit. Mus. dated a.p. 569. On its genuineness see 
Dorner, I. ii. 480, To the passage quoted above may be added the 
following: 0 mpocepyduevos oixelws did Xpiorod Epxerat. mpocedOciy Sé 
addvarov TO YIG xopis ro} Lvedparos’ rd IIvevpa yap Kai 7 Co) Kal dyla 
poppocis Tav drwv" Kal TodTO exréurav SC Yiod rij kriow pout m™pos 
€avTov...mpardotumos Tod Tvevparos 6 Kupwos...Ouokoyotpev ody eva Cedy 
aAnOuwoy play dpxhy, kai eva Yidv...xai ev IIvedpa “Aytov...ek tis ovcias 
Tov Qeod vaapxor, 
; - Frag. V. (ed. Jahn, p- 119), ths exmopeutas Evas onpawovons 

THY TOU Ayiou Ivevpartos exmopevr)y vrooracw. 

* Conviv. WI. 8 (Migne XVIII. 73), 

° 2b. VIII. 11 (Migne, 156). 

* 7. X. § (Migne, 201) 


Western writers of this period: 69: 


...Tas Sto héywr dpyeydvous Suvdpes elvat rds Sopv- 
popovoas tov csv. On the whole it appears that 
Methodius, like Origen, derived the Holy Spirit 
from the Father through the Son, whilst on the 
other hand he refrained from the dangerous language 
of his master upon this subject, and once at least 
anticipated the terminology of the Church. | 

4. In the West, theological thought was still com- 
paratively dormant. A few Latin writers, chiefly of the 
North African school, shared the field with teachers 
of Greek! extraction or education. Among the lat- 
ter are S. Hippolytus, the disciple of S, Irenaeus, 
and Pope Dionysius; the Latin theologians of the 
period include S. Cyprian, Novatian and Lactantius. 

Neither class of writers has contributed largely 
to the history of this doctrine. Something indeed 
might have been expected from Hippolytus, who 
succeeded Irenaeus as the antagonist of Gnosticism, 
and Tertullian as the exponent of the Catholic 
truth of the moxarchia. But his allusions to the 
Person of the Holy Spirit are few and meagre; he 
is content to unfold the relation of the Son to the 
Father: and this he does by the help of the old 
theory of an economical gennésis*. ‘Gop, being 
Alone and having nothing coeval with Himself, 
willed to create the world: and so willing, He begat 
the Word to be His Counseller and Agent in the 
work of Creation—that Word which dwelling within 
Him unseen He manifests to the world in the 


1 7b. X. 6. 
2 Dorner, I. ii. 87—8: “[Hippolytus] assigns the precise moment 


when the understanding or Word of God was begotten as His Son... 
Eternal as to His essence, He [the Son] was not eternal as to His 
Personality... His Sonship was a growing one, and first attained com- 
pletion at the Incarnation.” 


70 SS, Appolytus: 


creative act. Thus Gop had Another by His side: 
not as though there were henceforth two gods, but as 
light streaming from light, as water welling from its 
source, as the ray beaming from the sun. All things 
were made by Him: He Alone was from the Father’ 
(adros 8€ pdvos ex Tod Tarpds)'. Then, anticipating 
the Monarchian objection, Avo éyers Aeovs, he re- 
plies, Avo pév otk ép@ Oeods GdN 7 Ga" mpdcwra dé 
dvo, oiKovopia dé Tpirny THY xapw Tod ‘Ayiov Ivevparos. 
Tlarnp pev yap ets, mpdcwma dé dvo, dtu Kat o Tids" 
76 8€ tpitov To “Aytov TIvetpa...oikovopia cuppovia 
ouvdyerat eis eva Ocdv*. How the existence of the 
Third Person consists with the Unity, Hippolytus 
does not undertake to explain: but a hint is dropped 
which leads the reader to connect the Holy Spirit 
with the Father, through the Word. The words 
however are obscure: dvvayis yap pia 4 €k TOD 
Tavtos, TO dé wav Iaryp, e€ ov Svvapis Adyos...ovTos 
[o eis] 5€ Edwxev vopov Kal mpodyras Kal Sods Sia 
IIvedparos “Aylov yvdyxacev TovTous PbéyEacOan, ows 
THS Ilatp@das duvdpews THY amomvotav aBovrtes 
tv Bovdryy kat To O€dnua Tod Ilatpos Katayyeihwow. 
é€v ToUTOLS ToivuY TohiTevdpEvos 6 Adyos éfOeyyero Tepi 
éavrov®. His meaning appears to be that the Spirit, 
even before the Incarnation, was the déavoua of the 


1 ¢. Noetum 9 Sd. (ed. Lagarde, p. 50): Geds povos tndpyav kal 
pndev é ey éavT@ ovyxpoven éBovdndn Koo poy kticat...avTos d5é povos dv 
moAvs nv’ ovTE yap Ghaycs ov'Te doopos ovte ddvvaros ovTe dBovAevTos 7 nv. 
mavra O€ nv ev aur, avros O€ 7 wv TO wav. Ste OeAnoev, kabas HOEAnoer, 
edevEe Tov Adyov avTod...mavTa yap Ta yevoueva Sid Aoyou Kal codpias [cf. 
Theophil. ad Autolycum 1. 7. 1, I. 10] rexuatera, eoy@ pev xrifoy 
copia be KOopOY. .TaV Se Yevopevey dpxnyov kal ovpBovdoy kat épyarny 
pycwa Aoyov. ov eyo EXoV ev EavT@ déparéy T€ OVTa TO Kerafopeven coupe 
épardy TOLEL..-KAL OUT@S maplararo avT@ €Tepos.. .OS bane €K Poros 7 7) Os 
UOop ek mys } ds dxriva did nALlov. 


9 


7 tb6.14. (v. 2. otkovopla auppavias). Cf. zxfr. p. 78. 
BOs TL, 12%, 


S. Dionysius of Rome: Novatian: 71 


Word: the Word alone is immediately from the 
Father, On the other hand the Roman Dionysius 
seems to regard the Holy Ghost only in His relation 
to the dpyx OedtyT0s: ‘We must refer the Divine 
Triad to One Person as Its Head: the Word is one 
with God in essence, and so must be the Holy 
Spirit’; eudroywpew TO Oe@ kal evdiutacbar Set 76 
“Aytov Ilvedpal. 

The relation of the Spirit to the Son might have 
been expected to come more clearly into view in the 
teaching of Tertullian’s successors, the Latin writers 
of the Western Church. Novatian devotes to the 
Person of the Holy Ghost an entire chapter of his 
book Ox the Trinity*. After laying stress upon 
the identity of the Paraclete with the Spirit of Old 
Testament prophecy—* non est in Evangelio novus 
sed nove datus”—he quotes S. John xv. 26 (“cum 
venerit Advocatus ille quem ego missurus sum vobis 
a Patre meo Spiritum veritatis, qui de Patre meo 
procedit”) and after a little continues thus: ‘Hic 
est qui in modum columbae super eum venit et 
mansit habitans in solo Christo plenus et totus...ut 
ex illo delibationem quandam gratiarum ceteri con- 
sequi possint, totius Sancti Spiritus in Christo fonte 
remanente ut ex illo donorum atque operum venae 
ducerentur.” But this language has only an indirect 
bearing upon the Eternal Procession ; and Novatian 
offers no comment on the words of Christ. Like 
Tertullian, he uses pvocedere in reference to the 
generation of the Son?®, 


1 Routh, &. S. 111. p. 374. On the other hand since the &vars is 
ascribed only to the Word, yvdcba dvdykn ro OcG TGv Gov roy Oeiov 
Adyov (dis: Routh, pp. 374, 377), Dionysius may have conceived of 
the Spirit as receiving the Divine Essence through the Son, 

2 ¢, 29 (Migne III. 943 sq-). 

3 ¢, 31, “ Quando Pater voluit, processit ex Patre.” 


a S. Cyprian: Lactantius. 


S. Cyprian enters but slightly upon the doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity. But the conception and the 
term are perfectly familiar to him’, Thus in the 
three Apostolical hours of prayer he sees a symbol 
of the mystery, working out the comparison in a 
manner which reminds us of Tertullian’s view of the 
Son as intermediate between the Father and the 
Holy Ghost: “et prima hora in tertiam veniens 
consummatum numerum Trinitatis ostendit; itemque 
ad sextam quarta procedens declarat alteram trini- 
tatem; et quando a septima nona completur, per 
ternas horas trinitas perfecta numeratur... Super 
discipulos hora tertia descendit Spiritus Sanctus, qui 
gratiam Dominicae promissionis implevit?.” Else- 
where he rejects as absurd the notion that Christ 
can be separated from the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit 
from Christ?. 

Arnobius and Minucius Felix are altogether 
silent upon the doctrine of the Spirit*. Lactantius 
hardly alludes to it in his extant works. But S. 
Jerome distinctly affirms that Lactantius denied the 
personality of the Holy Ghost®, regarding the Spirit 
as the sanctifying grace of the Father and the Son, 
which might be referred to either Person indiffer- 
ently. Assuming that this writer expressed himself 
as Jerome declares, we may view his opinion as the 


1 Thus he speaks of the “unitas Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti” 
(de Dominica orat. 23), and of the “sacramentum trinitatis quae in 
novissimis temporibus manifestari habebat” (zd. 34). 

2 de Domin. orat. |. c. (ed. Hartel, I. p. 292). 

8 Ep. LXXIV. 5 (Hartel, 11. 803) “quasi possit aut sine Spiritu 
Christus aut a Christo Spiritus separari.” 

* Dorner, IL. ii. p. 193. “ Neither Arnobius nor Minucius Felix allude 
to the Holy Spirit and the Trinity.” 

6 S. Hieron, £f. LXXxXIV. (Migne XxII. 748), “Lactantius in 
libris suis et maxime in epistolis ad Demetrianum Spiritus Sancti 
omnino negat substantiam et more Judaico dicit eum vel ad Patrem 


Results hitherto reached. 73 


re] 


attempt of a thoughtful mind, working apart from 
the guidance of the Church, to express the twofold 
relation of the Spirit—His relation to the Father and 
to the Son. Missing the truth which the West has 
attempted to express by its Fvogue, he sought to 
solve the mystery by reducing the personal Holy 
Spirit of Scripture and of the Creeds into an energy, 
a virtue or a power, which might easily be conceived 
of as common to Both}. 

We have now reached the fourth century and 
the borders of the Arian age without encountering 
any distinct conflict of opinion within the Church 
upon the Procession of the Holy Ghost. But the 
elements of the controversy have been seen to be 
already at work. The Church has begun to seek an 
answer to the question, ‘Whence is the Spirit of 
Gop and of Christ? how is He related to the 
Father? how to the Son?’ Already from North 
Africa and Alexandria the answer has been sub- 
stantially given, ‘He is from the Father; He is 
through the Son.’ But no Church, no individual 
teacher has yet ventured to say ‘He is from Both.’ 


referrt vel filium et sanctificationem utriusque Personae sub eius 
nomine demonstrari.”—On the Person of the Son Lactantius goes far 
to anticipate Arius: Dorner, I. ii. 212—3. 

1 Among the Latin Church writers of this period Dorner (I. ii. 
187 sq.) claims a place for Zeno of Verona, who is usually regarded as 
Post-Nicene. Zeno deals chiefly with the doctrine of the Son. When 
he touches upon the Holy Spirit, it is to represent Him as the 
vinculum of the Father and the Son. The following passage is of 
no little interest: Zvacfat. I. 2, “ Alter in altero exsultat cum Spiritus 
Sancti plenitudine una originali coaeternitate renitens. Quemad- 
modum, si dicere dignum est, duo maria quae in semet recumbunt, 
ficto aestu alternos in unum conferente connexa: quae licet sui 
proprietate locis vocabulisque distincta sint, tamen tunc profundi 
vaporis una virtus, una substantia, una est fluendi natura.” (Migne 


XI. 389.) 


74 Vo controversy as yet. 


Nor on the other hand have we heard as yet the 
faintest mutterings of the retort, ‘He is from the 
Father, and from the Father Alone’. 


1 The following passages from the Afpostolical Constitutions may 
claim.a place here. I owe the references to Bunsen (Avalecta Ante- 
Nicaena, U.). Const. 11. 26, oddé 6 TapdxAntos ad’ éavrod te Aadet 7 
moet’ GANa So€dtwv tov Xpiorov mepipéver TO exeivov OéAnua. VI. II, 
karayyéAXopev...€va Oedv, Evds Yiod Harépa ov mrevdvear, évds TlapakAyrov 
dia Xpeorov [mpoBor€a] rav GAXov rayparev mountny. VII. 41, Bamrigopac 
kal els ro Iv. r0."A., Touréote Tov TlapakAnrov, To evepyhoay ev maot Tots 
dn’ aidvos dylots, daotepov dé dmoaradev kai Tois dmooTodots Tapa Tov 
Ilarpos, kara Thy emayyeXiav Tov T@rhpos judy K.1, X. VIII. 37, 6 avapyos 
Gcds, 6 TaY dA@v ToinTHs Sia XpioTod Kal KnOeuay, mpo O€ TavT@Y avToU 
Geos kal Ilarnp, 6 rot Ivedpatos Kvptos, nal rév vontay Kat aicOnrav 
Baowevs. There is perhaps nothing in these passages which implies 
Macedonian doctrine. So far as the Procession is in view, it seems 
to be regarded from Origen’s platform, 


The Fourth Century fruitful in Creeds. 75 


Civil? © RU. 


THE FOURTH CENTURY IN THE EAST. 


IIvevparixps adnOds xpela ths xapitos iva wept Ivevpatos ‘Aylov 
SuakexOdper" ovx iva Tro Gévov cim@pev, addvarov yap’ GAN wa ra amd 
TOV Ociov ypapar eimdvtés dxwddvas SeeOwper. 

S. Cyrill: Hieros., Catech. XVI. 


Tue Fourth Century is an age of Creeds. Theo- 
logians, Catholic and heterodox, have learnt the 
need of definite and authoritative expressions of 
belief. The Church has begun to expound the One 
Faith: heresy is busy with the work of formularizing 
its many guesses at truth!. 

The Council which condemned Paulus of Samo- 
sata had set the exaniple of guarding the deposit of 
the faith by a synodical ekeous*. Sixty years after 


1 The ‘acatholic’ Creeds of tlie 4th Century are collected by Hahn, 
Bibliothek der Symbole, pp: 148—174. Twelve forms are given, of 
which however several are mere recensions. Almost all dwell upon 
the mission of the Paraclete, neglecting His procession. His mission 
is regarded as due to tlie Son. The 2nd Sirmian Creed says, “ Spi- 
ritus per Filium est qui missus venit juxta promissum”; but the 
Greek version in S. Athan. dé Synodis runs ro Ty. 70 “A. 80 Yiod 
amooraXév 7Abe. For further particulars as to the teaching of these 
Creeds, see Zarly History, &c. pp. 36—44. 

2 The synodical letter of the Council began, "Héy pev eis Adyous 
GAAjAov ddikdpevoe thy Eavtdv Tigtw edeiEapev’ iva dé havepdrepa anep 
éxaotos ppovei yéuntat kal mépas dadadéarepov ta dudioByntovpeva daBp, 
Coéev &yypahoy thy mictw qv am dpxiis mapeddBouev...exOecOa. Routh, 
FR. S. 11. p. 289: or Hahn, p. gr. 


76 ee Outline of ws work. 


this beginning, the First GEcumenical Council fol- 
lowed with its great Catholic Creed, which restored 
to the Church the /lomoouston, and fixed the doc- 
trine of the Son’s eternal generation ék THs ovoias 
tov Ilatpés. Before the end of the century an 
enlarged recension of the Nicene Faith was already 
in extensive use+, and had in all probability obtained 
the sanction of a second Council of C£cumenical 
authority. This fuller Creed completed the ex- 
position of the Catholic Faith touching the Holy 
‘Lrnity. [As the Sensis of the \Essence:oiaiic 
Father, so (it was now ruled) is the Holy Ghost?; 


1 Epiphanius writing in 373—4 thus introduces a Creed substan- 
tially the same as the ‘Constantinopolitan’: Ovras exactoy taév Katn- 
Xovupevav...ov povoy dmayyédXeww oeirere TO mioTevetv...dAAG Kal SiddoKew 
pytas Os mavrov 4 adT) pytnp vay Te Kal mpadv, TO Réyew, K.Tr. 
Dr Swainson (icene and Apostles’ Creeds, pp. 80, 86) suggests that 
this may have been the siotews ypadpy érépa mdarturépa pév ths ev 
Nixaia, gvdarrovea 6€ tHy avtny Siavoray Kal ov mapa moAv Svaddatrovea 
Toy exes pnudrey (Sozom. III. 12), which was accepted by the Western 
Catholic Bishops at the Council of Sardica in 347. - 

2 This is doubted by Mr Lumby (His¢. of the Creeds, pp. 68—83), 
and Prof. Swainson (V. and A. Creeds, pp. 120—125). The fact, 
however, is distinctly affirmed in the Synodical definition of the 4th 
(Ecumenical Council (kpareiv S€ cal ra mapa tév pv’ dylwv rarépav év 
Kevoravrivourédet optcbévra): and it is difficult to believe that the 
Council was hoodwinked by Aetius upon so important a matter. In 
a dissertation just published, Dr Hort maintains that the ‘Constantino- 
politan’ Creed was formed, probably by S. Cyril, 0 the basis of the 
Creed of Ferusalem, But he admits that the revised Creed may have 
been produced at the Council of 381 and approved. 

° There seems no reason to doubt that é« rod Tarps was under- 
stood in the sense of ek ts ovolas ro} Tarpdés. Reverence for the 
words of Scripture and tenderness for the scruples of weak brethren 
may have forbidden the use of the latter phrase. It is remarkable 
that in all copies of the Creed ék is substituted for the mapa of S. John 
(cf. supr. p. Io, note). Can this be due to a desire to represent the 
Procession of the Spirit as parallel to the Generation of the Son, both 
being é« rod Tlarpés? Dr Hort (Ox the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed, 
p- 86 sq.) traces the phrase through Athanasius to the Origenists, and 
ultimately to Tertullian. 


School of Paulus. Lucian of Antioch. 7% 


with this difference, that the Son is begotten, the 
Holy Ghost proceeding: [morevopner] eis 7d Tvetpa 
TO “Ay.ov...70 €k Tov Ilatpos exmopevdpevor. 

We have now to examine the history of this 
period, so far as it bears upon the doctrine of. the 
Procession. 

It will be remembered that Paulus of Samosata 
implicitly denied the derivation of the Second and 
Third Persons from the Father The Council 
of Antioch found no difficulty in reasserting the 
Generation of the Son; for had not the Son been 
declared by the old baptismal symbols of Palestine 
to be @cds ex Ocovd and ék« Tov Ilarpos yervnfeis?? But 
on the derivation of the Holy Ghost the Creeds 
were silent; and the Antiochene Synod forbore or 
forgot to enter upon this ground. 

The leaven of Paulus, which was a sophistical 
temper in relation to the truths of revelation rather 
than a systematic heresy®, continued to work after 
the deposition and death of the heresiarch. Lucian, 
a priest of the Church of Antioch, who was excom- 
municated along with his chief, remained without the 
Church during the episcopates of three succeeding 
Bishops. In later life his views seem to have under- 
gone a reaction: and a Creed which bears his name’, 
and possibly formed part of his lost treatise ‘On the 


1 See p. 48 supr. 
2 Cf. Hahn, pp. 47, 49. 
3 Newman’s Arians, pp. 4—6. Compare some pertinent remarks 


on “underground communications” between opposite heresies, Tvacts 
Theological, &c. p. 258 sq- 

4 Sozomen will not undertake to assert its genuineness : Fie Ul 
5, edeyor d€ radrny thy mioTw Oddypahoy evpyxévar Aovktavod Tod ev 
Nixopndeia paprupncartos...norepov de adnbds raira epacay...déyew ovK 
%y@. See however Bp. Bull, Def /. N. 1. xiii. § 6. Bull’s defence of 
Lucian’s orthodoxy seems less satisfactory: 7. 8. Cf. Neale, Patriarch. 


of Antioch, p. 72. 


78 Creed of S. Lucian: hts disciples. 


Faith!) discriminates between the Persons of the 
Trinity in a distinctly anti-Sabellian tone. ‘The 
Father is truly Father, the Son truly Son, the Holy 
Ghost truly Holy Ghost. The names are not otiose 
or synonymous: they represent in each case a 
separate hypostasis which has an order and a glory 
peculiar to itself.” So far all is capable of an 
orthodox construction; but Lucian adds, ws etvar TH 
pe vrootdce tpia 77 S€ cupdovia ev. If the 
Divine unity consists simply in a perfect harmony, 
no place is left for the idea of eternal processions in 
Gop; and thus, starting from a different point of 
view, the theology of Lucian tends to the same 
result as that of his master and fellow-countryman, 
the Samosatene heresiarch. 

Dr Newman has not scrupled to say that Lucian, 
saint? and martyr though he was, ‘may almost be 
considered as the author of Arianism*,’ Certain it 
is that Arius himself and Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
with half a dozen of the other Arian leaders, prided 
themselves upon being disciples of Lucian®: whilst 
the Eusebian Council of Antioch (341) adopted his 
Creed as its own. Thus it seems to have been 


1 Cave, aist Vert. p. Use: 

2 Hahn, p. 103: rev dvoparwy ovx dards ovdé apyads Keuscvev ddd 
onpatvortay akpiBas THY oiKelay ExdoTou Tv dvouatopévay iaéaTacw Kal 
ra&w kai do€ay. 

* He is commemorated in the Greek Menaea on Oct. 15: see 
Neale’s Antioch, 1.c. Dr N. adds that S. Lucian is commemorated by 
the Roman Church on Jan. 7, and by the English Church on the day 
following. But the Saint commemorated on Jan. 8 is said to have been 
a different person—a bishop and martyr of the Gallican Church (Blunt, 
Annotated Book of C. P., p. 39; and see the Acta Sanctorum: Jan. 7, 8). 

4 Arians, p. 6. 

° Philostorg., H. E. 11. 14: rovrov rod Baptupos moAdods pev Kat 
@dXous padnras dvaypddet, ols Kal EvoéBiov rov NekopnSetas kal Mapu rov 
Xadkndovos kat rov Nikalas @<oyvw cuvrarret, Kai Aedvriov...Kad ’Avrovioy 
kat Mnvopavroy kai Neounvioy Kat Evddécov' od envy GNA Kal ’AEEaYSpov 
kal ’Aoréptov. 


Outburst of Arianism. 79 


through Lucian that the false method of Paulus 
made its way into the Churches of Egypt and Asia 
Minor. Moreover the Arian denial of the Eternal 
Generation and of the Eternal Procession is but the 
logical outcome of Lucian’s own attempt to dis- 
criminate between the Persons by sacrificing the 
Unity of the Essence. 

Seven years after Lucian’s martyrdom, the hint 
which he had dropped was suddenly expanded by 
Arius into a full-blown heresy (318). The Trinity 
of Arius is one in which an infinite distance divides 
the Second Person from the First, and a distance all 
but infinite the Third from the Second: rdov yoov 
Adyov dyoiv eis opodryta SdEns Kal ovatas ddddTpLov 
elvat TavTeha@s Exatépwv Tov Te Ilatépos Kal Tov “Ayiou 
Ilvevpatost. The inference was clear, if Arius did 
not stop to draw it?; the relation of the Spirit to the 
Father must be that of a creature to the Creator; 
the relation of the Spirit to the Son that of the 
second of created beings to the First-begotten. 
Thus for an eternal procession from the Father 
Arianism from the first practically substituted crea- 
tion by the Son*, The followers of Arius were not 
slow to draw this conclusion: rodpact héyew (S. 
Epiphanius tells us) KextioOau vr0 Tod Tiod [76 “Ayiov 
Tlvedua} omep eorw axtiorov, &x Larpos éxmopevdpevov 
Kat Tov Tiov hap Bdvov*. There was in fact no other 


1 Athan. Or, c. Arian.t. 6. 

2 The confession which Arius and Euzoius presented to Constan- 
tine (Socr. H. £. 1. 26, Hahn, p. 193) went no further into the doctrine 
of the Holy Ghost than the Nicene Creed had gone: morevopev...xai 
els TO “Aysov Ivedpa. 

3 Cf_eg. Athan, Or. c. Arian. I. 24: motel kal krifer mpdras povos 
povoy éva, kal Kadel TodTov Yidv Kal Adyov’ iva rovrou pécou yevopevov 
obra dowry Kai Ta TdvTa SC adrod yevéd Oat SuryAy. 

4 Haer. LXIX. § 52 (Migne, XLII. 281). Cf. 2d. § 18, ovrot Oe BovAovrat 


80. Eusebius of Caesarea: his standpoint 


alternative: the Holy Ghost must be a xriopa if He 
were not, as the Gospel of S. John asserted, the 
exmopeupa Tov Tarpos. 

Contemporary with Arius, but, although born 
and bred in Syria, less Antiochene in his theological 
standpoint than the Alexandrine presbyter, was the 
cultivated, laborious, yet unsatisfactory Eusebius of 
Caesarea. 

That Eusebius at one time regarded Arius 
with a tenderness approaching to sympathy is 
clear from a fragment of his letter to Alexander, 
which has been preserved among the records of the 
second Council of Nicaea!. If he was induced to 
subscribe the anathema pronounced against Arius 
at Nicaea, it was on the ground that in promulgating 
his views Arius had used certain strange and un- 
scriptural terms?. Moreover the Bishop of Caesarea 
shared the excessive antipathy of the Arian party to 
quasi-Sabellian language, and its inability to re- 
concile the doctrine of a coequal and coeternal 
Triad with the povapyia which belongs to the 
Father. His conceptions had been moulded in 
early life by the ancient Creed of his Church, to 
which he clung with an affection which led him to 


avr elvas xtiopa Kricpatos* pact yap ote mavta Ov avrod yéyove...dpa, 
aol, kal ro Iveta ex rev Toinuatey Vrapyet. 

1 Act. vi.§ 4. “Athanasius,” writes Dean Stanley (Eastern Church, 
p- 118), “was convinced that he was at heart an Arian.” The Dean 
cites de Syz. c. 17, 6 5€ amd Katoapeias tis Madaorivns EvoéBuos...ovK 
€poBnOn pavepas eiweiv OTs 6 Xpiotds ovK éotw aAnOwds beds. On 
the other hand see Socr. H. £. Il. 21, ovte €xovae Sei€ar Ste EvoéBuos 
dpxnv tis wmapews Sidwor TG Yi tod Ceod, Kav rais Tis oikovopias 
AeEeor ev Tois BiBrilous evpicxwo.y adTov KkaTaxpapevor. 

* Socr. 1. 8, cal rov dvadepariopoy ...ddvroy eivar yynodueba Sid rd 
dneipyew dypapos xpjyoacOa povais. With a happy inconsistency he 
accepted the Homoousion: adda ye tas dékeis ovK ypyicaro. Ath. 
de Syn. 13. 
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propose it at Nicaea as the basis of a Catholic Creed. 
And this Caesarean symbol is of the same general 
type as the Creed of Lucian: not very definite as to 
the Eternal Generation, silent upon the Eternal Pro- 
cession, emphatic in its use of anti-Sabellian language!. 
Nevertheless between Eusebius and Arius there was 
an impassable gulf. With his Syrian creed Eusebius 
united an admiration for Origen? which preserved 
him from the presumptuous dialectics of the Arian 
school. The minute discussion of relations interior 
to the Nature of Gop was distasteful to the Bishop’s 
religious instincts. He shrank from religious con- 
troversy. ‘Brothers, brothers,” he exclaims, “ seek 
not for adversaries to combat: seek rather for’ 
souls to save®.” But the times did not admit of 
reticence upon the abstruser questions of theology: 
and in the later writings of Eusebius we have the 
outline of a theological system which strives to hold 
the balance between heresy and the Church; and 
which, in the hands of the Semiarians, nearly suc- 
ceeded in undoing the work of the Nicene Council, 
whilst it represented itself to be both ‘scriptural’ 
and Catholic. 

By Eusebius, as by Origen, the Holy Spirit is 
regarded as yernrdv, but not xcrordv: inferior to the 
Son, yet Divine. If, as the Church teaches, the 
Only Begotten is ‘Light of Light,’ or ‘the Sun of 
Righteousness, as the Scripture speaks; the Holy 
Ghost may be likened to the moon, whose light is 
derived from the sun, but vastly exceeds the bright- 

1 Hahn, p. 48. Tovrov exaotov elvar kal vmapxew morevovtes... 
Ily. "A. ddnOés Iy.”A.—unless this is a comment by Eusebius himself. 

2 Socr. I. 21, (yA@ris Kal Oavpactys Tay Qpryévovs BiBAlav eoriv, ev 
ois mavrayod roy Yidv ék rod Tarpos yevynbévra evpicxovow oi trav 
"Opryévous BiBXiov To Babos Katavonaar Suvapevot. 


5 de fide adv. Sabellium 11. (Migne, XXIV, 1076). 
S. 6 
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ness of the other luminaries: rpirns pera THv Sevtépar 
odotay év ydpa ceryvyns Kabioraperns Tod “Aytov Ivev- 
patos, 6 kal avo &y TH mpdrn Kal Back THS TOV 
Shov apyys aéia Kal Typ Karahéyovow eis apyny TOV 
peta TadTa ‘yernTav.....00 pV GAG Kal avTiapBaver 
map €répov Tov 7 Tapa cov Adyov Tov 6) Kat dvwrépw 
Kal Kpeirrovos’ Ov dy Seutepevew edapev THs avetdto 
kal ayeryyTrou mvcews Beov Tov TayBacrréws’. Yet if 
classed on the one hand with the yevnrd as the link 
between Gop and the world, on the other hand the 
Holy Spirit is clearly distinguished from the creature 
by being included in the Divine Triad. The number 
three, Eusebius argues in Platonic style, is apory 
Tov €€ dptiov Kal wepurrav dpiOuay ovvictapevev’ 
aptws yap 6 dvo povdda mpocdaBav tpiddos mpdtyv 
TepiTTyy eyervnoe Glow mpaTyn dé Tpidas Sucatoodvyy 
avéderEev iadtytos Kabnynoapéryn, os av dpyiv Kat 
pecornTa Kal TedeuTHVY tony amohkaBovaoa eikav Sé 
TavTa pvoTuns Kal mavaylas Kat Baowuhs Tpiddos?. 
Thus the Holy Spirit is what He is through the 
Son: the Holy Scriptures number Him perd rév 
mept Tarpos Kat Tiod \Myov & tpirn té€e...ds dv Ths 
Tpizys Suvdpews Tacay vrepBeBynkvias yerntny diow, 
ovons Te mpdtys pev tov Sid Tod Tiod cvotacdav 
voepav ovaiwy, Tpirys 8 dd Tod mpdrov aitiov. This 
is substantially the doctrine of Origen’s commentary 
on S. John. But where Origen falters and hesitates, 
Eusebius speaks with the confidence of one who 
has worked out his view into a definite and tangible 
form. 

During the last years of his life Eusebius had 
occasion to state his doctrine of the Procession 
still more explicitly. After the Nicene Council, 


1 Praep. Evang. vu. 16 (Migne, Xx1. 550). 
* de laud. Constantini (Migne, Xx. 1348). 
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one Asterius, a sophist of Cappadocia, who had 
been a disciple of Lucian and was _ intimate 
with Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia, overran 
the dioceses of Syria, sowing broadcast a doctrine 
more Arian than that of Arius himself. The 
extracts of his ‘Syntagma’ which are preserved by 
Athanasius refer to the Person of the Son: but if 
pressed to their legitimate results, they are subver- 
sive of all faith in a Divine Trinity. One of the 
Bishops who had sat at Nicaea, Marcellus of An- 
cyra, undertook to answer Asterius. In the heat 
of his zeal against Arianism and Origenism, Marcel- 
lus himself was betrayed into the use of language 
which, it was said, savoured of Sabellianism or 
something worse’. 

To refute Marcellus was no distasteful task 
to Eusebius, to whom it was committed by the 
Constantinopolitan Synod of 336. In the interval 
between that Council and his own death, which 
occurred in 340, the veteran Bishop of Caesarea com- 
posed two important treatises on the controversy, 
his Contra Marcellum and De ecclesiastica theologia. 
Marcellus’s book, it appears, was ‘on the subor- 


1S, Athan. de Syn. 18.19. His teaching upon the Person of the 
Son was, Evepyerixn pidoripia exricbn 6 Yids Kai mepiovoia Suvapews 
éroincev abrov 6 Marjp. Yet Asterius acknowledged the procession of 
the Holy Ghost from the Father (De ecc/. theol. 111. 4, To Tvebpa 10 
“Aywov, ds Kal Aorépios dpohoynoe mapa Tov Ilarpos éxmopeverar), under- 
standing the éxmdpevors, no doubt, of simple mission. 

2 Even S. Basil writes (Ef. 263 AD. 377), Hdons yar ris éAmidos 
abérnow exer To MapxédXov Soypa, ovre Yiov ev idia Vrooracer Opodoyour 
ada mpoevexOvra kal TaAW VrooTpEearta cis Tov Obev mponrGer, ovTE TOV 
TlapdkAnroy idios dpeotynxévar ovyx@povy. Theodoret (Haer. fab. I. § vey 
charges him with having called the Third Person wapexracw rhs exta- 
ces. See Montfaucon’s diatr. de causa Marcelli (Migne, XVIIL 1282 
sq.): Newman, 7racts, pp. 18 sq., Dorner, I. ii. pp. 271—286. Neale, 
Patriarch. of Antioch, pp. 105—107- Marcellus declared that he had 
been misunderstood—p} vevoqarOaravrod ra cvyypéypara: Socr. I. 36. 
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dination of the Son.’ But he had found it impossible 
to avoid the cognate subject, and in the passages 
quoted by Eusebius we have perhaps the first 
instance of a free use of the theological term éx7o- 
pevois and the earliest formal discussion of. the 
doctrine which it symbolizes. It will be instructive 
to read the language of Marcellus as it stands in the 
pages of Eusebius, accompanied by the comments 
of the latter +. 

The Holy Trinity, Marcellus argued, implies a 
mrarvopds of the Unity without separation of the 
Essence. Ilds ydp, e px) 7 Movds ddvatperos otoa 
eis Tpidda mhartivouro, eyxwpet avtov [Tov LarHpa| 
epi Tov Ivedpards mote pev héyew dtu x Tov Iarpos 
éxrropeverau’ more dé héyewv, “Exeivos éx Tod Enov hyerar 
Kai dvayyedel piv avbis te eupvojoavta Tots wabn- 
Tais ‘AdBere Ilvedua “Ayov” cipnxévar; i.e. If the 
Divine Essence be not strictly indivisible, how can 
the Holy Ghost, who proceeds from the Father, 
be said to receive from that which is the Son’s, 
and to be breathed forth by the Son? Ilds yap 
(he continues) «ef é« Tov Ilarpds éxmopeverar, mapa 
Tov Tiov THv SiaKoviaey tavTyv SiaKovely émayyéd- 
Nerar; avdyKn yap ei Sto Siatpodpeva (ws “Aorépios 
eon) mpocwra en, ) TO Iveta ex Tov Tlatpds 
€xmropevopevoy un Setolar THs Tapa Tov Tiov d.a- 
Kovias (7av yap €x Tov Tlatpos éxmopevdpevov Tédevov 
elvar avdyKn, pndapas Tpocdeduevov THs Tap €éTépov 
BonOeias)’ 7 eb mapa Tov Tiod AapBdve Kat ek THs 
éxetvov Suvdmews Stakovoin THv xdpw, pnkére ex TOD 
Tlarpos éxmopeverOar. Marcellus sees that the effu- 
sion of the Spirit by the Son implies an essential 
dependence of the Spirit upon the Son which he is 
at a loss to distinguish from the éexmépevors. Our 


1 De eccl, theol. 111. 4—6. (Migne, XXIV. 1002 sq.) 
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Lord breathed the Spirit upon the Apostles: éx 
Tov Adyou 70 IIvetua €€pOe* was ody ei ek TOD Adyou 
70 Ivebpa. mponOe maédw 76 adrd ex Tod Tarpos éx7o- 


peverat; if the Father and the Son were distinct '“ 


existences, the procession of the same Spirit from 
Both would be an impossibility. It will be seen 
that his own solution of the difficulty approaches 
very nearly to the present Western belief. The 
Spirit proceeds from Both as from One dpy%, be- 
cause the Father and the Son are Onel. 

The length and elaborate character of Eusebius’s 
reply shew how formidable he felt this argument to 
be. He begins by denying that the procession either 
of the Son or of the Spirit implies more than simple 
mission. The procession? of the Son has reference 
to His Incarnation: émt carypia tod tTav avOpdétov 
yevous mpos Tov Ilatpds éxteumopevos, éx Tov Tatpds 
e€ehnvbévar éavTov edeyer. In like manner the 
Holy Ghost was sent forth to rest upon the Christ 
at His Baptism and to inspire the Prophets and 
Apostles; and this is what is meant by His pro- 
ceeding from the Father: 610 é« tod Ilatpos éxzo- 
peveoOar kal avro etpnrat. Even the Evil Spirit and 
his legions are said in Scripture to “go forth from 
the Lord’.” This may not be an exact parallel, 
but it sufficiently illustrates the general meaning 


1 If from the Western point of view Marcellus erred, it was only in 
his attempt to explain how the Father and the Son are One. 

2 Eusebius uses éexropevecOa of the Son and of the Spirit indiffer- 
ently: kal 6 Yids éx rod Iarpos exmopeverOat héyerar kal To “Aytov Ivedpa 
potws: supporting this application of the term by a reference to Mark 
iv. 3 (€£9NOev 6 omeipar Tov oreipat). 

3 Snére Kal wept Tod SiaBddov éAexrat, Kat e&frOev 6 diaBodos Tapa 
rou Kupiov [Job i. 12] cat devrepov mars eipyrar, "EERO b€ 6 SidBodos amo 
rod Kupiov (2. ii. 7]. The Alexandrian MS. of the LXX. gives amo 
mpooémov in the former passage, mapa in the latter. The Hebr. is 
TNS [MND] DY): cf. the Latin versions, e facie Domini. 
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of a procession from Gop. Procession from Gop im- 
plies no more than the original nearness to Gop of 
the Person who proceeds; 6 povoyenijs Tids Tot Ocov 
ex Tod Harpos efednrubévau éavtdv Suddoer dud TO 
guvetvat avtT@ wavrToTe Kai 76 “Ayvoy dé Ivevpa 
dpotws. As for the Spirit’s ‘receiving from’ the 
Son, such language shews still more clearly the 
distinctness of His personality: 76 yap map €répou 
hap Bdvov te erepov twapa Tov duddvTa voeirar. Nor 
can the identity of the hypostases of the Father and 
the Son be inferred from the fact that the Holy 
Spirit is sent by Both. The Son doeth whatsoever 
He seeth the Father do: Both, therefore, send the 
Holy Ghost, tod peév Tatpos adfevrotvros kat Swpov- 
pevou THY xdpw, Tov dé Tiod ravry | fors. tadTnv | dia- 
kovoupévov. Yet the Person of the Holy Ghost is 
doubtless dependent on the Son: the Son alone 
receives a direct communication of the Father's 
deity : the Spirit derives from the Son all that He 
is and has; 6 6€ Tids pdvos Tarpuxn Oedtyre teTyn- 
BeVOS TOWNTLKOS GV Ein Kal SypLoUpyLKOs THS TOY ‘yevn- 
Tav amdvTwy,..kat dy Kal THs TOU Ilapaxhyrov TIvev- 
patos vmdpfews. The Son is the Only Begotten 
Gop, Who is in the Bosom of the Father: the 
Paraclete Spirit is neither Gop [i.e. the Father, 
nor Son, since He has not, like the Son, received 
His origin [immediately] from the Father, but is 
one of the things which were made by the Son. 
Such, says Eusebius, is the Catholic faith: such 
the teaching of Holy Scripture and of the Church 
concerning the mystery of the Holy Trinity}. 

1 De eccl. theol. 111. 6 (Migne, XXIV. 1013), kat povos juev atrds els 
Ocds kai Marjp...xpnuarifor Gv, 6 dé Yids povoyenjs Ceds...7d dé mapa- 
kAntov IIvetpa ovte Ocds ate Yids* emet pr) ek tod larpds spotws TO 
Yid kal auto Thy yéveow eidnhev ev dé Te Tav dua TOD Yiod yevopéever 
Tuyxavet...Tatra pev odv rhs KaOodikns Kal dyias éx«Arnolas dé 1 bid TSv 
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In this controversy between Marcellus and Eu- 
sebius the question of the Procession is collateral 
only, but the subject is worked out far enough to 
throw light upon the opinions which were held 
on either side. Marcellus maintains the essential 
derivation of the Holy Ghost from the Father and 
the Son}, although he does not venture to speak of 
an exmdpevors from the Son. Eusebius anticipates 
the modern view of the Procession, as being simple 
mission. But when pressed for an answer to the 
question ‘Whence then is the Holy Ghost?’ he 
replies with Origen, ‘He was produced.by the Son,’ 
On both sides it is held that the Third Person 
stands in some essential relation to the Son; but 
whilst Eusebius carries this idea to the extent of 
explaining away the essential procession from the 
Father, Marcellus lays himself open to the charge of 
merging the distinct personality of the Son and the 
Spirit in the Oneness of Their Divine Life. 

From Eusebius of Caesarea we pass to another 
influential Bishop of Palestine, who, like Eusebius, 
but with less reason, has fallen under the suspicion 
of heterodoxy. The Catechetical Lectures of S, 
Cyril were delivered in a.pD. 347—-8, some ten 
years after the publication of Eusebius’s reply to 
Marcellus. Of these lectures, the 16th and 17th 
form the earliest of the many patristic treatises upon 
the doctrine of the Holy Ghost. We turn to them 
eagerly, hoping to learn the view of the Procession 


Oeiov hovdy rapadidora ta pvotipia, Of Marcellus Eusebius adds, 
piav imécracw tpirpéc@mov Satep kal rpidvupoy elodyet, Toy avrov eivat 
héyav Tov Gcov kal roy ev aitG Adyov kal To “Ayvov Iveta, 

1 Baur, Dogmengesch, I. ii. p. 205: “in der griechischen Kirche 
sprach zuerst Marcell von Ancyra von einem Ausgehen des Geistes 
sowohl vom Vater als vom Sohn.” Cf. however, Langen, de T7rint- 
tarisches Lehidifferenz, p. 23. 
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which the Church of Palestine had reached by the 
middle of the fourth century. This expectation, 
however, is disappointed. Of the office and work 
of Gop the Holy Ghost S. Cyril seems to have 
spoken with especial delight, reminding his cate- 
chumens that on the very spot where they stood, the 
Spirit had first descended upon the Church’, But 
he shrinks with a proportionate dread from handling 
so awful a subject in the spirit of an investigator. 
He cannot forget the warning of the Gospel con- 
cerning blasphemy against the Holy Ghost: he 
determines to confine himself in this matter to 
the very words of Holy Scripture: \eyéoOw toivy 
vd ypav wept ‘Aylov IIvedpatos mova Ta yeypappeva’ 
ei O€ TL pn) yeypamrat, pu) ToAUTpaypovamev?. His 
most dogmatic passage is one in which he strings 
together the teachings of Our Lord upon the 
subject, adding the remark, Adro¥ tov Movoyevovs 
viv dvéyvav cor Tas dwvas, va py Tpocéxys avOpo- 
mivos pnuacw*, It is satisfactory to find such a 
mind thoroughly made up upon the Deity of the 
Spirit, and equally removed from the Origenistic 
notion of a yéveous of the Third Person, and from 
that which frittered away the fact of His distinct 
personality*, A few casual expressions ‘point to a 
more or less definite belief in His procession from 
the Father, and from or through the Son: as when 
he says that the Spirit of Gop is Cav Kal vdeotas 


1 Catech. XV1. 4 (Migne, XXXIIIL 924), olSapev rd Ivetpa ro “Aysov 
To hadjoav ev mpopyras, kat €v tH IevtnkootH KatedOov...evradda ev 
‘lepovoaAnp...[dvtav ydp wap nyiv tore Ta dévdpuara. 

2 7b. 2 (Migne, 920). 

3 Catech. XVII. 11 (Migne, 984). 

* Cf. Catech. 1V. 16, rhy adr exe rept adrod do€av iy mapédaBes fxew 
mept Ilarpos kat Yiod. VI. 6, ths Oedrntos Ths matpikis eotl ouv TO 
Ivevpate 76 ‘Ayl@ xowavds 6 Yios. XVII.2, révd76 Ocod bid Xprotod 
yevopevav ardvrwv AoytK@v kal dyyéhwv kal avOparar early dyvactiKor. 
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kat mavtote Ilarpi Kat Tid oupmapov, ovK amd oTd- 
patos Kal xe\ewy Ilatpds 7) Tiod dadovpevoy 7 ava- 
mvedmevov}, i.e. not parted, after the analogy of 
human breath, from Either of the Persons by Whom 
Heis breathed forth. Or again, when he suffers him- 
self to write, Kat Ilarjp pev didwow Tid, Kat Tids 
petadidoow “Ayiw Ivetpar, citing S. John xvi. 13, 
14°; although, as if to avoid being drawn further 
into this question, he immediately turns the subject 
with the customary remark, Avrapxes ypiv eidévar 
TAVTA...€L Yap HY yeypappevov é€éyouer’ 6 ov yéypamTat 
#1) TopHo@per® avTapKes Nu Eidévar TpPos TaTyptay 
67u €ote Ilatnp Kat Tids Kat "Ayiov Ivevpa. Nor 
must we altogether blame S. Cyril for this unwilling- 
ness to discuss the mystery of the Holy Spirit's 
relation to God, seeing that the Church, the witness 
and keeper of God’s word, had as yet advanced, 
no further in her Creed than to express belief in 
the Person of the Holy Ghost ®. 

From Palestine we proceed to Egypt, where for 
nearly half a century the battle of the Faith raged 
round the person of a single orthodox champion. 
From 326 to 373 the history of the Alexandrian 
Patriarchate is the history of the sufferings and 
triumphs, the exiles and restorations, of ‘Athanasius 
the Great*.’ 


1 Catech. ¥VU. 5 (Migne, 973). 2 76. XVI. 24 (Migne, 952). 

3 The Coislin MS. (after Catech. XVI. 3), adds zzter alia, Totro oty 
éori Td IIvedpa eis & muotevopev...7d ex Tod Ilarpos exmopevopevov' Td €x 
Oedrntos Iarpds kai Yiod dwdpxov. In Migne’s Patrologza this fragment 
is rejected as supposititious, with the comment, “cuius sit auctoris 
reperire non potuimus...vetustiorem Graecorum theologiam omnino 
sapere videntur et Graecorum contra Latinos disputationibus anti- 
quiora.” Theodorus Lascaris (de proc. Sp. S. p. 14) cites the passage 
against the Latins as S. Cyril’s, but with the reading 70 ek rijs Ocornros 
Tov Ilarpos vmapxov. 

4 Stanley, Eastern Church, p. 269: “not only in name and office, 
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S. Athanasius was before all things a Teacher’; 
and it is happy for the Church that periods of en- 
forced absence from his flock afforded him leisure 
for committing to writing his conceptions of the 
mystery which he lived to expound and defend, In 
his earlier writings the particular point of doctrine 
with which we are concerned is regarded merely in 
its bearing on the great dogma of the Homoouszon. 
Thus the Exposition of the Faith?, while dealing at 
length with the Deity and Incarnation of the Word, 
dismisses the Procession of the Spirit in these few 
words: 70 “Aytov Iveta éxmdpevpa cv Tov Ilatpos 
det éotw ev Tals yepol Tov méumovtos Iarpos Kat Tou 
dépovtos Tiov®, In the Ovations against the Arians 
the relation of the Spirit to the Son comes more 
distinctly into view; but it is approached from its 
Christological side. The Son, Athanasius argues, 
must be of one substance with the Father; for 
equally with the Father, He possesses the Spirit 
as His very own. When He says, *Eyo ayidlo 
éwavtov, what is this but to say, "Ey® Adyos av 
Tov Ilarpos avros euavta avOpar@ yevonéve Sidmpe 
70 Ilvetpat? The same Person being God and 
Man both gave and received the Spirit: 88ods 
pev ws Ocod Adyos, LapBdvev dé ws avOpwmos, As 


but in fact Athanasius was the representative of the Egyptian 
Church.” 

* Erasmus (quoted in Smith’s Déc¢. Biogr. art. ‘Athanasius’): 
“habebat vere dotem illam quam Paulus in episcopo putat esse 
praecipuam, ro didaxrixov...totus est in explicanda re.” 

* Migne, XXv, 203 sq. Canon Swainson (WV. and A. Creeds, 
p. 73) doubts the Athanasian authorship of this document, though, 
as he reminds us, it was accepted without hesitation by the Benedictine 
editor, and by Dr Routh. The absence of all allusion to the Mace- 
donian heresy seems to be sufficient proof of its early date. 

3 The formula év rats yepai, xr.’ seems to be borrowed from the 
Alexandrian Dionysius : cf. spr. p. 65. 

* Or. 1. 46 (Migne, XXVI. 108). 


tm Ais ‘Orations against the Arians :’ QI 


God, He gave the Spirit before He was made 
Man: po rs evavOparyicews Adyos av exopyyet 
Tots aylous ws tovovy Td Ivedua'. So far was He 
from receiving His relation to the Father from 
the Spirit, that the Spirit is said to receive from 
the Son all that He has: ov 7d Ivetpa ov 
Adyov ovvdmte. 7T@ Tlatpt, adda paddov 70 Ivedpa 
Tapa Tov Adyou hapBdver...ovTos yap, WOTEP ELpNTAt, 
7@ IIvedpat. didwov' Kal doa exes TO Ivedpma, 
Tapa Tov Adyov exer, 

About the year 358 the rise of the Tropici, the 
Egyptian forerunners of the Pneumatomachi and 
Macedonians®, compelled the great champion of the 
Faith to enter more directly upon the doctrine of 
the Holy Ghost. The Letters to Serapion present us 
with his maturer judgment upon the Procession ; 
and their language sometimes falls very little short 
of that of the Western Creed which bears his 
name. He declares the relation of the Spirit to 
the Son to be the same in point of essence and 
rank as the relation of the Son to the Father: 
ToavTny Taéw Kal pvow ExovTos Tov Ivevparos pds 
Tov Tidv otav 6 Tios ever mpos Tov Ilatépa*. He 
proceeds to unfold the ground of this relation: as 
the Son is idvos THs odcias Tov Iarpds, inasmuch as 
He is é« tov Ilarpds, so the Spirit is tOvoy Kar’ 
ovciay Tov Tiov, because He also is é« rov Beov®. To 

1 76, 48. 

2 Or, 11. 24 (Migne, 376). Cf. 2. 44, ef 7d Tvedpa oidev moAA@P paddov 
6 Adyos 7 Adyos oidev rap’ od Kai TO Tvedpa AapBaver, 

3 Early history, &c. pp. 47—A49. 

4 Ad Serap. 1. 21 (Migne, 580). Cf. 2. III. 1, olay yap éyvopey 
iduornra Tod Yiod mpds rov Iarépa ravrnv Exew 70 Ivedpa mpos Tov Yiov 
<vpjoouev. The Spirit is thus the Image of the Son, as the Son is the 


Image of the Father: 7d. 24, elkdyv tod Yiod Aéyerae Kal Eore TO 
Tlvevpa. 


€ € 


ae 2 , ~ ~ ” n ' 
5 76.25. tf. 31, jvopevov Ta Yio os 6 Yids Hvora to Uarpi. 
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say that the Spirit proceeds out of the Father, is 
to say in other words that the Spirit ‘shines forth’ 
from the Son Who is of the Father: é« Iarpos 
héyerat Exrropever Oar, ered Tapa Tod Adyou TOU eK 
Tov Ilatpds opodoyoupevov exhdurer Kal dwooTehdeTau 
kat SiSora. It seems impossible to regard this 
éxhapais of the Spirit from (awapé) the Word as 
implying less than an essential derivation, To 
preserve the povapyia S. Athanasius carefully avoids 
the use of é«? and éxmopeverar: yet the /zlogue is 
already substantially present in his words. 
Overshadowed by the grandeur of Athanasius, 
Didymus the blind Catechist of Alexandria is yet 
scarcely inferior to the Patriarch in the power with 
which he unfolds and defends the Faith*. Two of 
his extant treatises touch upon the doctrine of the 
Procession. The De 7rinitate, of which the Greek 
original was happily recovered during the last cen- 
~ tury®, is clear and strong upon the eternal procession 
of the Holy Ghost from the Father. 5S. Paul’s 
“79 IIvedua TO €k TOU Ocod” is interpreted to mean 
. “70 &k TOU Ocod THs vVooTdcEws Exmopevberv:” and 
the effusion of the Spirit is represented as the out- 


1 7. 20. Contrast the cautious words of the pseudo-Athanasian 
Quaestiones (Migne, XXVIII. 786): ro IIlvedua ex povov tod Tarpis 
aitvaroy kal exropevtov, did dé Tov Yiod ev TS KOTH@ drooTeANOpEVo. 

2 See the remarks of Van der Moeren, p. 82. Dean Stanley has 
perhaps correctly said that this is “the nearest approach to the 
Double Procession (sc) in the writings of Athanasius.” (Eastern Ch., 
p. 290.) Cf. however, ad Sera. iii. 1, €€ adrotd diSorar raow. 

3 Once at least he uses dua: ad Serap. 111. 5 (Migne, XXVI. 633), 
ot yap éxros éott Tod Adyou Td Lvedya’ dAda ev TH Adyo dv ev TO OS 
db? avtod €or. I owe this reference to Dr Pusey’s useful summary of 
patristic evidence on the Latin side (in the preface to Mr P. Pusey’s 
translation of S. Cyril Alex. Comm. on S. ohn). 

* According to Socrates (Iv. 25), Didymus was in his own Church 
and age péeyirros auvnyopos Tis olkelas Tiorews. 

° It was first printed in 1769 by J. A. Mingarelli. 
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come of this essential relation: eb 6€ Kat 76 
“°Eéxeev, date vdwp e€ aditod dmoovoiws éx7o- 
pevOév'. Both the effusion and the procession are 
such as to involve no separation from the Divine 
essence : €pxerar avdpyws éxmopevOey mapa ov 
Ilatpos 170 wavtayod del mapdv kal vaaye mpos 
avrov, ws Lvedpa avtod dydpirtov wvmdpyov TH 
Bedtnte’ appytws yap mponOe e& adrod dice Kai 
€réoTpamtat mpos avTov*. In these respects the two 
processions from God are entirely parallel: é« tod 
evos Ilarpds dice...7ponOov ai paxdpiar vroataces 
attra. eis TOV avTov eva dvdyovtrat. Moreover, the 
two are absolutely coeternal: émt trav Kruopdtov 
HyetTa, TO Ypdvm O TpwTdTuTOs’ emt dé TOU Beod 
ovx ovTws’ aiid ovvudeotoétws Kal Tum poEdndv- 
O6rtws*. The Spirit, however, by virtue of the 
circumincessio, whilst eternally proceeding from the 
Father, eternally abides with the Son: 76 IIvetpa 
‘exTropeveTat mapa tov Ilarpds Kat péver apa T@ 
Tid Ocikas*. If so, may He not also be said to 


1 de Trin, U1. 2 (Migne, XXXIX. 456, 7). 

2 7, (Migne, 675). Cf. 1. 1, To povoy ex tis Vrootaceas adrod [sc 
rod Iarpos] avapyas Kat advaipéras éxropevdér....puas Kal Tis adris bv 
ovolas Kai THs Harpixis e£a yeverOar cvvurrdpécas pn duvapevoy. 

3 7b. 1. (Migne, 460). 

4 de Trin. 1. 31 (Migne, 426). Cf. the Apocryphal Acts of S. An- 
drew (Tischendorf, Acta App. Apocr. p. 105: Migne, Il. 1218): Tvedpa 
"Aytov Td x Tod Tlarpos éexmopevopevov Kat ev TO Yio Stapévov dmws 
derxq év Ilvetpa “Aywoy 7d é€v tO Matpi kal Yip dmapxov ev Oeornre 
tysia. Didymus (de 7rin. I. 27) cites an ‘oracle,’ which corresponds 
with this teaching: 

Ivedpa pév abavaroio Gcod Tarpos éxmporopevpa 

abrobev Mbev By, pévov epmedov ovte pepiordv" 

GANA Ccoio Adyowo pévov Cabéors Ud KOAmToLs. 

mavra Tere Gre Oeios & pyderar dpxéyovos pny. 
- [Even the reactionary anti-Christian poetry of the fourth century had 
caught the language and main idea of the Procession-dogma, The 
Philopatris of the pseudo-Lucian, which is now ascribed to the time 
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issue forth from the Son (mapa rod Tiov) with 
Whom He dwells? Some attempt is made to 
answer this question in the other extant work of 
Didymus (de Spiritu Sancto.). This work, how- 
ever, has reached us only in a Latin dress; the 
latinity is S. Jerome’s, but there is reason to fear 
that later hands have tampered with his work. 
The following passages, if they truly represented 
the original, would seem to prove that Didymus 
held a doctrine of the Procession which exceeded 
the requirements of the present Western Creed: 

§ 34. “Salvator, qui et Veritas, ait, ‘non enim 
loquetur a semetipso; hoc est, non sine me et 
sine meo et Patris arbitrio, quia inseparabilis a mea 
et Patris est voluntate: quia non ex se est sed 
ex Patre et me. hoc enim ipsum quod sub- 
sistit et loquitur a Patre et me illi est. ego 
veritatem loquor; id est, inspiro quae loquitur, siqui- 
dem Spiritus veritatis est.” § 36. “non potest Filio 
loquente audire quae nescit, cum hoc ipsum sit 
quod profertur a Filio, id est, procedens a 
Veritate, consolator manans de consolatore, 
Deus de Deo, Spiritus veritatis procedens?.” 
§ 37. “neque enim quid aliud est Filius exceptis 
his quae ei dantur a Patre; neque alia sub- 
stantia est Spiritus Sancti praeter id quod 
daturvei a File?” 


It is probable that the weight of this testimony 


of Julian, supplies a well-known instance. A Christian is asked by 
an enquiring Pagan, 
kal tiv’ éropocopal ye ; 
He answers: 
Cais a A , my ? , 
tWipedovra Ccov, wéeyav, auBporor, ovpaviwva, 
Yidv Tarps, Tvedpa ex Tarpds exmopevopevor. |] 
* Migne, XXXIX. 1063. 
2 Migne, 1064. 
3 Migne, 1065. 
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would be much reduced by the recovery of the 
Greek treatise’. Yet, after making the largest 
allowance for interpolations, there remains wrought 
into the texture of these extracts enough to shew 
that, in the view of their author, the procession 
from the Father does not exclude an essential ‘re- 
ceiving from the Son; that, in fact, he regarded 
these two statements as representing different as- 
pects of one and the same eternal truth. 

Whatever doubt may remain as to the posi- 
tion which S. Didymus occupies in the history of 
this doctrine, there can be none, one would sup- 
pose, with regard to the views of his contemporary, 
S. Epiphanius. That remarkable man filled the see 
of Constantia in Cyprus from the year 368 down to 
the beginning of the fifth century. But the most im- 
portant of his theological works belong to the early 
part of this long episcopate; the Axcoratus was 
written in the year 373—~4, and the Panarium was 
at least commenced within the next two years*. 


1 In the first two passages the MSS. appear to vary considerably. 
Of three MSS. which I have examined one (Brit. Mus., Burney 281, 
saec. XI.) agrees with the printed text. The other two (Brit. Mus., Reg. 
5.B. VIL, saec. X11. (4): Gonville and Caius, 131 (g), written between 1438 
and 1444, z.e. while the Co. of Florence was sitting), read as follows: 
“inseparabilis a mea et patris est uoluntate, hoc enim ipsum quod 
subsistit et loquitur ego ueritas [so g: ueritatem 4] loguor.” “non 
potest filio loquente audire quae nescit cum hoc ipsum sit quod pro- 
fertur a filio. denique, &c. [omitting id est—sp. ueritatis procedens. ] 
A fourth MS. (Jesus Coll. Oxf. 111. §3. saec. XI.) agrees as to omissions 
with (2) and (g), though in some minor points it differs from both. [1 
owe this information to the kindness of Mr J. R. Thursfield, the present 
librarian of Jesus College, who has sent me a careful collation of the 
passage.] These MSS., however, contain the third extract without any 
substantial variation. It may be added that Ratramn, writing against 
the Easterns in 863, quotes the second passage inits shorter form: in 
the first, the printed text of his Offosz/a makes him hesitate hetween 
the shorter form and the longer (Migne, Patr. Lat. CXXI, 262—3). 
Cf. Procopowicz, p. 248. 

2 Cave, Hist. lit. (anno 368). 
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It is startling to read in any book, Greek or Latin, of 
this date, statements upon the doctrine of the Pro- 
cession so fully developed and dogmatically precise! 
as the following :— 

Ancor. 8,9. abrds 6 Movoyenys héyes ‘70 Ilvevpa 
‘rou Iarpds’? Kab ‘7d ék Tov Tarpos éxmopevdpevov"’ 
Ka ‘ex TOD éuov Ayrberau” va py addotprov vop..c Dein 
Harpds pndé Tiod, adda THs avrys ovaias, THS avTyS 
Oedrytos....Uvetpa...Ocod Kai Mvetpa Tov Tlarpos Kat 
IIvedpa Tod Tiod......€v wéo@ Tarps Kat Tiov é€x Tov 
Harpos kat Tiod...Qcds ex Tlatpos Kat Tiovd?: 
26. 67, Xpwotos ex Tov Tlarpos muoteveta, Beds EK 
@cod Kal 7d Iveta éx tov Xpiotov, » Tap’ 
dudotépwv: 2, 70, 71, 70 Sé “Ayrov Lvevpa trap 
dudorépov, Uvedpa ex Iarpds....pa@s tpirov Tapa 
Tlarpos Kai Tiod®: 726. 73, Tohweo deyeuw OTL...| OVdELS 
éyvo| 76 Tvedpa, eb py 6 Taryp Kat 0 Tids, map’ 
08 éxmopeverar kal map od hapBdve Kal ovde Tov 
Yisv kai tov Tlarépa, et pu) TO IIvedpa ro “Ayior, 
8 mapa tov Ilatpds Kai éx tov Tlov*, Panar. 
haer. LX1. det yap To IIvetvpo ovv Iarpt Kat Tia, 
ov cuvddedov Tarpt od yevvntov, o8 KTLoTOV, OvK 


1 Petavius (de Trin. Vil. 3) hardly exceeds the truth when he says 
that the passages from Epiphanius are so clear “ut nemo clarius 
ac dilucidius etiam Latinorum patrum locutus sit.” Attempts have 
been made to set aside his evidence on the plea of the expressions 
being ambiguous (cf. Van der Moeren, pp. 105—6) or the text cor- 
rupt (Procopowicz, p. 80, note). But allowing all due weight, espe- 
cially to the latter objection, the balance of evidence seems to be 
greatly in favour of the view taken above. On the other hand it 
should be conceded that in his distinct adhesion to the doctrine ex- 
pressed by the /2lzogue, Epiphanius stands alone among Greek 
Fathers of the fourth century. 

* Migne, XLIII. 30. 

3 Migne, 137. This passage and the next are repeated in the 
Panarium, into which (Haer, LXXIv, §§ 2—11) Ancor. 65—74 is tran- 
scribed at length. 

4 Migne, 153. 
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3 \ lot is 

adehpov Tiov, ovK eyyovov Ilarpos: ex Ilatpos de 
> lal lal 

ExTropevoprevovy Kat Tod Tiod hauwBdvov" odK ddddrpLov 

\ nw Lal nw la 

Hatpos kat Tiov, GdX’ ek ths atrns ovords, é« Ths 
ba A 

avTns OedtyTOs, €x Ilatpds Kat Tiod, ody Ilarpt Kat 
en nr Lal nw 

Tio" vevpa Xpiorod, veda Tarpds'. 

Quotations might be multiplied’, but these are 
sufficient to exhibit Epiphanius’s view of the Pro- 
cession. It seems clear that he regards the Son as 
being together with the Father, in the Unity of 
Their Consubstantial Life, the One Source and 
Origin of the Holy Ghost. His expressions can- 
not be limited to the temporal mission, for he speaks 
of the very Essence from Which the Spirit is de- 
rived. It is equally impossible to understand him 
as referring simply to the consubstantiality of the 
Persons or to the cvprrepiydpyots. The prepositions 
ex and wapa are used as convertible forms: the Holy 
Spirit is €k tov Tiov, He is mapa tov Tarpds: or He 
#* > , bd ares , . 
is €k Ilatpds, He is wap’ apdorépwv. In one particu- 
lar only Epiphanius falls short of the theologians of 
Florence: he does not use, or rather he goes out of 

co) 
his way to avoid the use of such terms as proceed, 
processton, when speaking of the Spirit’s derivation 
from the Son. He adheres to the very words of 
Christ, and teaches that the Spirit is ‘from Both’, in- 
asmuch as He ‘proceeds from’ the Father and ‘re- 
ceives from’ the Son. 
a Migne XLI. 1056. 

2 See (e.g.) haer. LXIX. § 54 (after citing Ps. xxxv. 10) iva deién 
as tov TMarépa, kat pads tod Marpos etvar rov Yiov, cai pas To ved- 
pa ro "Aywov’ Kal mnynv ek mnyis, ék Tod Ilarpos kai rov¥ Movo- 
yevods ro Ilv. rd “A. Ancor. 70 (=haer. LXXIV. § 7’, copia ddos 6 Oeds. 
odxoov copia 6 Yids ék copias...7d dé "Aytov Iv. map’ dpporépay, mvetpa 
éx mvebparos. On the other hand the Greeks cite Aaer, LXXVI. (Migne 
XLIL. 573), Uvedpa évqvoxévar tov povoy povm émi Movoyevet yerrnropa, 
where at the most nothing is implied beyond the povapyia (cf. Procopo- 
wicz, 76; Neale, H. £. CA. Introd. I. p. 1103). 
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Another remark is important. We have proof 
that S. Epiphanius did not include an exact defi- 
nition of the Spirit’s relation to the Son among the 
essentials of the Catholic Faith. His Axcoratus 
closes with two Creeds; a shorter form, which repre- 
sents the express teaching of ‘our common Mother,’ 
the Catholic Church!; and a second of consider- 
able length, which had been recently adopted by 
all orthodox Bishops (so Epiphanius tells us) as a 
fence against the thickening assaults of heresy. In 
the former of these documents the Holy Spirit is de- 
scribed simply as 70 ék rod Tlarpos éexmopevdpevov: in 
the latter it is merely added, Kai é« rod Tiod hapBa- 
vov (v. £. hapBavduevov). Moreover, it is a significant 
fact that even this scriptural zpooOjnn did not 
succeed in establishing itself in the Creed of the 
Eastern Church. Whilst the shorter Epiphanian 
Creed received the sanction of GEcumenical Councils, 
the longer form remains only on the pages of the 
Ancoratus®, Some of the Oriental liturgies em- 
phasize the truth that the Holy Ghost ‘receives 
from the Son®’; but the Eastern Creed has steadily 
clung to the simple statement that He proceeds 
from the Father. 

A less decided view of the subject was reached 
by the greater contemporaries of Epiphanius, S. 
Basil of Caesarea, his brother S. Gregory of 
Nyssa, and S. Gregory of Nazianzus, surnamed the 
Theologian. 

2 v. supr. p. 76, notes. 

? See, however, Dr Hort’s Déssert. p- 117 sq. 

3 See Renaudot, déturg. Orient. 1. P- 199, Il. pp. 354, 540; esp. his 
remarks in II. p. 72, “Orientales...in liturgicis aliisque precibus ubi de 
processione Spiritus Sancti sermo est, vulgo dicunt gu a te procedit et 


a Filo accipit...aliquando addunt accipit ea guae ad illius essentiam 
pertinent.” Infr. pp. 151, 152. 
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(2) By S. Basil, as by S. Athanasius, the doc- 
trine of the Procession was regarded as one of the 
outworks of the greater truth of the Homoousion. 
To prove the essential procession of the Spirit from 
Gop, was to prove that the Spirit was essentially 
Divine. He labours, therefore, to shew that the 
Procession is eternal and xaz’ ovciav. The Holy 
Ghost is not ‘of Gop’ in the same sense in which 
the creatures are of Him: ék tod @eod efvau héyera, 
OvX Ws Ta TdvTa eK TOU cod: GAN ws ex TOD Beov 
apoeh@ov. And a real procession from the Being of 
Gop must be eternal as Gop is eternal: ovx & 
xpsv@ mpdect 70 Tpoidv EK Becov...€aTW del 7d 
Ilvevpa. The Spirit is the Breath of Gop, which 
proceedeth from the Father?: the Breath of Gop 
is not to be regarded as a temporary spiration, 
(atpos €k Tav dvatvevaTikav pepav eEwOovpevos); but 
as coeval with the Father Who breathes It forth®. 
Thus the Deity of the Spirit and His relation to 
the Father are determined; but what of His relation 
to the Son? S. Basil replies that this is similar to 
the relation which the Son bears to the Father: os 
éyer 0 Tids mpos Tov Ilatépa, ovTw mpos Tov Tiov 70 
TIvedpa*. If the Son is the Image of the Father, so 
is the Spirit the Image of the Son*. If the Son is 
the Word of the Father, the Spirit is the utterance 
(pnpwa) of the Son®. He is not indeed called the Soz 


1 de Sp. S. Xvi. (Migne XXXII. 152). 

2 hom. in Ps, xxxii. (Migne XXIX. 334) ds 6 SnpsoupytKds Adyos 
éorepéace Tov otpavdy, obr@ 1rd Ivedpa Td €k Tov Geod 6 mapa rod Ma- 
pos éxropeverar (rovréoti ek Tov oToparos avrov, iva wn Tov eEwbev Te 
kal TGY KTicparav avrd Kpivys, GAN ds ex Oeod exov THY vmocTacw 
dofatns) dwacas tas ev aire duvdpers ouverepepe. 

3 de Sp. S. XVI. (Migne XXXII. 136). 4 de Sp. S. XVI. 

5 adv, Eunom. v. (Migne XXIX. 723). 

.° ad Eunom. v. (Migne, 731). 
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of the Only-Begotten, because the use of such lan- 
guage would open the door to most serious error ; 
groytov yap nv vrohaBe as... €tep Tids e&€ Tiov 
yeyerntat, Kal éx TovTov wahw €TEpos dv ein yeyer- 
yypevos, Kat maw addos Kat emt mnOos efnsis ble 
is not Son, but He is the Spirit of the Son; and 
this implies two things : (1) His oneness of Essence 
with the Son (ds Gxevwpévov kata thy dvow avTe)”, 
and (2) His manifestation through the Son (76 dia 
Tiod wedyvéevar)®. In the Life of Gop, the Spirit de- 
pends upon the Son as the Son upon the Father, 
yet so that the Father is the airia of Both: 70 “Ay.ov 
TIvedua Tov Tiod pev nptnTar @ ddiwuoTdtws ovyKata- 
hapBaverar, THs S€ Tov Ilatpos airias e€nupévov exer 
TO evar, Oey Kat éxmopevera. As he who lays 
hold on one end of a chain draws the preceding 
links with it; so he who attracts to himself the 
Holy Ghost attracts also the Presence of the Son 
and of the Father: oamep &€ advcews 6 Tov Evds akpou 
aidpevos Kal TO ETEPOY AKpPOV TUVETETTATATO, OVTWS 6 
TO IIlvevpa é\xvoas, dv avtod Kai Tov Tidv Kai Tov 
Ilarépa ovvepewixvoato*. Thus the procession of the 
Spirit, if from the Father, is ¢hrough the Son. Our 
knowledge of Gop advances dé Ivevparos Sia Tiov 
émt Ilarépa®. The essential Life of Gop flows on in 
the converse order: 4 voix adyabdryns Kal 6 Karta 


1 7b, (Migne, 733), ov dia 7d pt etvar ex Geot Sv Yiod, GAN iva 6 rpids 
17) voy mA O0s aretpov. 

2 de Sp. S. XVIII. (Migne XXXII. 152). 

5 adv. Eunom., V. (Migne XXIX. 734). 

4 Ep. XXXVI. (Migne XXXII. 329 sq.). This letter is found 
among the works of S. Greg. Naz. under the title ad Petrum fratrem. 
But the style is Basil’s, and it was cited under his name at the Council 
of Chalcedon. The true heading is Tpyyopio (i.e. r@ Nucons] addedho 
mept Svapopas ovoias Kal Vmootaceas. 

* de Sp. S. XVIII. (Migne XXXII. 153). Cf. Ef. XXXVIII. dd’ of 
maga ént thy kriow 7 Tav adyabdy xopnyia mryacet. 


but does not impose it as a test. TOI 


pvow ayiacpos Kat To Bacihixdv d€iopa é« Tarpds 
dud TOD Movoyevods emt 73 Tvedpa Sujxe's Eunomius 
indeed had erred and erred fatally in regarding the 
Second Person as the sole airia of the Third?: yet 
his error does not prevent S. Basil from teaching 
very distinctly and repeatedly that the Spirit is &é& 
@cod d¢ Tiov. On the contrary, the Saint regards 
this belief as the best safeguard of the Catholic 
doctrine: ovtw kat ai vroordces dpodoyotvTat Kat 
70 evoeBes Sdypa THs povapyias od Siaminre. Yet 
on the other hand, he is satisfied with the simple 
statement of the Gospel that the Holy Ghost pro- 
ceeds from the Father. Thus the confession which 
he offers as a test of orthodoxy to Eustathius of 
Sebasteia, says nothing of the 60 Tiov: ovre ayévyyrov 
héyopey 70 Ivedpa 7O “Aytov...ov7e yervntov..7d dé 
IIvetpa ths ahybetas ex tov Ilatpos éxmopever bar 
dda betes, ex TOU cod civar dpodoyovpev axtiortas®. 
The doctrine of the relation of the Spirit to the 
Son may be latent in the é« tov @eod of the last 
clause; but it is certainly not imposed as a con- 
dition of Catholic communion. 

Further, S. Basil never suffers himself to pass 
from the dv Tiov into the e€ Tiov* or wap’ apdorépay 


1 de Sp. S. XVIII. 2 Early History, &c., pp. 60—2. 

3 Ep. CXXV. (Migne XXXII. 549). 

4 Perhaps the nearest approach to this phraseology is to be found 
in adv. Eunom. il. 1 (Migne XXIX. 656) déipare pev yap Sevrepevew 
Tov Yiod mapadidwow icas 6 tis etocBeias Aoyos...as yap 6 Yids afer pev 
Sevrepos Tod Iarpos Or am’ éxeivov, kai dévdpare Ste apx7) kal airia...pvoec 
Se ovxére Sedrepos Side 4 Oedrns ev Exatépw pla’ ovtw Sydovdre kal rd 
Tlvedpa rd “Aytoy ef kal &moBéeBnke Tov Yidv rH Te Taker Kal d&idpare (iva 
kal dos cvyxopyomper) ovkér’ dv cixdtws ds addorpias Urdpxov dicews 
dkodovbeiv éxeidev 6746ev. I subjoin part of the foot-note of the Bene- 
dictine editor: “Locum nullum esse arbitror aut ipsius Basilii aut ali- 
orum Sanctorum Patrum de quo acrius in concilio Florentino dispu- 
tatum sit...Latini, ut patet ex sess. 20 [Mansi 31, p. 774] proferebant 
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of Epiphanius. He seems of set purpose to avoid 
expressions of this kind. Writing ‘against the 
Anomeeans’ he says, Tv péev mpos Iarépa oixetyTa 
[rob Ivetpatos] vod, ered) ‘éx Iarpos exmropeveTau™ 
mv mpos Tidv Se, ered akovw, ‘et tis Tvevpa 
Xpuiorod ovK eet, oTos ovK éotiv avrov'.’ One can 
imagine that the temptation may have been strong 
to represent the relation of the Spirit to the Father 
and to the Son as resting on identical grounds— 
on a procession from Both. Such a representation 
would have supplied a readier answer to the 
heresies he was attacking. But S. Basil refrains. 

(4) S, Gregory of Nyssa pursued the same 
train of thought, but with less caution and reserve. 
Thus, in a treatise against the Macedonians he 
illustrates the relations of the Divine Hypostases 
by the bold and certainly very inadequate metaphor 
of three torches, of which the second has been 
lighted from the first and the third from the second : 
aoTepave: Tis ev Tpiol KapTdor Sinpnuevov Bdérav 
mv prdya’ aitiay S€ Tov Tpitov dards UToAapeba eivar 
Tv mpadtyv dddya ex Siaddcews Sid Tov pécov2. 
In other passages Gregory supplies the necessary 
correction: the Holy Ghost, he says, is posterior 
to the Son only in conception and with reference 


codicem vetustissimum in quo sic legebatur: déipari pev yap Sedrepov 
Tod Yiod map’ avrod rd eivat €xov kai map’ avrod AapBdvoy Kal dvayyédXov 
npiv kat dws THs aitias éxeivns ¢Enupevoy...Graeci vero haec verba...in 
suo libro vetustissimo quoque et optimo deesse affirmabant, hodie- 
que in editis et in nostris septem MSS. desunt.” On the other hand 
see Van der Moeren’s elaborate defence of the addition (de process. 
pp. 89—94). 

1 hom. adv. Sabell, et Anom. 

* adv. Maced. 6 (Migne XLY. 1308). Card. Mai (nov. patr. bibl, 
Iv. p. 20) rightly exclaims ‘en processionem a Patre per Filium!? 
adding, with less exactness, ‘sane nihil evidentius hoc exemplo trium 
lucernarum est pro dogmate de processione ab utrogue,’ 
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to the ‘Cause’ (xard tov rijs aizias dbyov!), He 
admits two distinctions in Gop: a distinction be- 
tween the Cause and that which is caused (rip kara, 
TO aitiov Kal aitiarov Siapopdv odk apvovp.e0a) ; and 
a distinction between two different modes of the 
latter (rod e& airias dvros médw adrAnv Siadopav év- 
vooujev). These two modes are (1) by direct pro- 
duction from the airia, (2) by indirect production 
through that which is produced directly. Concerning 
this latter distinction Gregory’s own words must be 
given at length; they are too remarkable to be 
condensed. Td pév ydp mpoceyas ex Tod mpsrov, 
70 O€ did Tod mpocexas ek 700 Tpdrov. aoTe Kal 
TO povoyevés dvaypiBodov emt tod Tiod pévew, Kal 
TO €k Tov Iatpds elvan 7d Iveta pr) dudiBdddew" 
TNS TOD Tiod pecutelas Kal avT@ TO povoyeres dv- 
Aarrovons, Kai TO Ivetwa ths dvoixhs mpos Tov 
Ilatépa oxécews gb) dtetpyovons* Thus from 


S. Gregory’s point of view the Son is the peciryns 


in the Divine Triad, through whom the essential 
life of the Father eternally flows to the Holy Ghost?. 
The~Son and the Spirit have One Cause (aizta), 
the Father: but the Son derives His Being directly 
from the Father, the Spirit issues mediately through 
the Son. 

It is disputed whether in a fragment belonging 


1 ¢, Eunom. 1. (Migne XLv. 463). 

? Ep. ad Ablabium, ‘ quod non sint tres Dii,’ (Migne XLv. 133), cf. 
Baur, Drezeinigkeit, U1. 163, ‘wie der Sohn sich zum Vater verhalt, 
so der Geist zum Sohn, sagt Basilius ; und Gregorius von Nyssa 
erklarte sich hieriiber naher so [quoting the passage just given]. 
Hier ist demnach deutlich ausgesprochen dass der Geist zwar aus 
dem Vater ist, aber nicht unmittelbar, sondern durch die Vermittlung 
des Sohns.” 

3 So too with regard to the Divine life in man: cf. ZZ. 5, (Migne 
XLVI. 1032), é€k Tod Gcod mnyafovaa bia d€ Tod Yiod mpoiovca ev d€ TO 
“‘Ayi@ Ilvedpare évepyoupérn. 


. 
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to his third oration Ox the Lora’s Prayer S. Gregory 
of Nyssa permits himself to express this mediate 
causation by the phrase é« rod Tiod. The words 
are as follows: 

ioLov TOU Tlarpos TO pip é& airiov evar. TovTO OvK 
éotl émt tov Tiov Kat TOU Tivevparos" 6 TE yep Tids 

‘éx TOU euapes etn dev’.. kal TO vedpa ‘ex Tod 
@cob, Kat ‘ mabe TOU Tlarpos Sd eveTal’... 0. LOVO- 
yerns Tids ‘é« Tov Tlarpos’ mapa. ie dyias ypagns 
dvopatetat...70 O€ * “Ayu Tyedpa Kal ‘ €x TOU Tlarpos 
Neyer Kat téxt rod Tiod eivau mips opapaue sees 
‘el 726 TUS Tvevpa Rptomou OUK exe ovTOS ovK eoTly 
AVTOUV ...OUKOUY TO pee Iveta TO €k TOU Beov dv Kal 
Xpicrov Ivetua eo 6 8€ Tids é« Tov Ocov av 
ovKér Kat Tod Hvedpatos ovte oti ovre héyera’. 

- Judging from internal evidence it is difficult to 
believe that S. Gregory wrote the suspected pre- 
position. Even Petavius saw and admitted that 
the context required its omission”. The writer is 
citing the express testimony of Scripture, and the 
passage which he produces goes no further than to 
call the Holy Spirit Tvedpa Xpiorov. Is it con- 
ceivable that upon this evidence he would have 
founded the statement é€« tov Tiov civar mpoopap- 
TupEtTa? 


Cardinal Mai has recently re-asserted the claims 


1 Mai, nov. patr. bibl. Iv. 53. Cf. J. G. Krabinger: S. Greg. Wyss. 
de precatione orat. pp. 64, 146. The entire context is wanting in 
Migne’s reprint of Morell’s edition (Pair. Gr. XLIV.). 

2 de Trin. Vil. 3, “Ego vero cum illum Gregorti locum diligentius 
intueor in eam opinionem adducor alienam ab isto esse’ praeposi- 
tionem ék, scripsisseque Gregorium 70 6é “Aysov Tlvedpua kal éx Ilatpos 
Réyerat kai rod Yiod elvat mpoopaptupeira.” Leo Allatius (déssert. 
Damasc. 1. § xlvii.) adds, “subnotare queque mihi liceat auctorem ex 
Scripturae variis locis argumentariin quibus Sp. S. ex Patre procedere 


legitur atque insuper perhibetur esse Sp. Filii; nusquam autem ex 
Filio esse,” 
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of the preposition on the strength of important 
‘MS. testimony+ It is found in a Vatican MS. 
which in Mai’s judgement belongs to the 7th or 
8th century, and is therefore older than the time of 
Photius. The discovery exonerates disputants on . 
the Latin side from the charge of interpolation, but 
it can hardly be regarded as having closed the 
question as to the genuineness of the longer form. 
It is perhaps safer to attribute the repetition of é 
to the carelessness of an early copyist than to 
an oversight on the part of S. Gregory himself: 
for more than an oversight it could scarcely 
have been in such a context. Even if we accept 
the ‘€k tov Tiov’ as Gregory’s, the words must 
be interpreted by his own fuller formula, ‘ék d.a- 
ddcews Sid TOU pécov.’ 

(c) A third member of the great Cappadocian 
group remains. In the history of the Church 
S. Gregory of Nazianzus fills a more important 
place than his namesake of Nyssa: and in the 
East he has long shared with the Apostle S. John 
the distinctive name of ‘the Divine*.’ But it did 
not fall within this father’s province to develope 


1 Mai found the entire passage missing in two out of eleven MSS. 
which he examined. Of the remaining nine, eight presented the 
reading kal r@ Yi@ mpoopaptupetrac: but in one of these (Cod. Vat. 448 
saec, XI.) the words r@ Yig were written over an erasure where 
(in Mai’s judgment) éx rod Yiod had formerly stood. This latter form 
was actually found in the ninth MS. (Cod. Vat. 2066, saec. VII. or VIII.), 
where it had been noted in the margin by some latinizing Greek of 
later days with a triumphant ‘ed ool, péyore Tpyydpee.’ To the 
Cardinal the discovery seemed to turn the scale of victory on the Latin 
side: “qua visa,” he confesses, “<vicimus? exclamavi.”—[A facsimile 
of the MSS. is given in the frontispiece of the zov. patr. 6267. tom. Iv.] 

In a British Museum MS. which I have consulted, Burney 52 
_ (saec, XIv.), the whole context is missing (from maoa yap 7 evépyea 
to év ddAjAots dAAacoopévar). 

2 y, Suicer, s. v. Oeoddyos. 
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the doctrine of the Procession. He was content 
to establish the Deity of the Holy Spirit, and for 
this purpose it sufficed to exhibit His relation to the 
Father. Circumstances also may have led Gregory 
to shrink from a minuter examination of the subject. 
The Pneumatomachi and Eunomians offered an 
analysis of the mystery : the Catholic Bishop refused 
to follow their presumptuous lead. In an oration 
which was perhaps his opening address to the 
people of Constantinople (379), he deprecates dis- 
cussion in this fashion: “Akoveus 67s TO Tlvetpa 
mpowov éx tov Tlarpds* 76 Omws pn) roduTpaypovet 
el Oe TONVTPAYWOVELS,...KaYO CoV TohvTpayLovea TO 
Kpdpa wuyns Kal oduatos’ Tas ef yovUS Kal elKaV 
@cov: Ti 70 Kwovv oe, 7 TL TO KWOUpEVOY’ Tas TO avTO 
Kal Kwel Kal KiwWelTaL... Ei tavTa ov Katé\aBes,... 7as 
cov axpiBas cidé&var VrokapBdvers!; Later in the 
same year he sums up the Catholic doctrine in these 
words : xowov Iarpi pev Kal Tie kat “Ayio Tvedpare 
TO py yeyovévar Kal y Oedryns. iSvov dé Tlarpds pev 
n adyevyyncia, Tiod d€ Hy yérvynots, Tvedparos Sé % 
exes. Again he declines to pursue the enquiry : 
‘to ask for further knowledge is to act as if you 
were content to leave nothing to be revealed in a 
future state, nothing to be known by Gop Alone 2’ 

But in spite of Gregory’s dissuasives the dis- 
cussion continued, and in the 5th of the ‘Theo- 
logical Orations’ (380), there is a renewed protest 
against the perverse ingenuity of the heterodox. 
‘The Holy Spirit, they argued, ‘must be either 
generate or ingenerate. If He is ingenerate, there 


1 Orat. XX. (Migne XXXV. 1077). 
Orat. Xxv, (Migne XXxXy. 1221), rf kataneiypeus 
okew GddnXa kal yuvdoxecOar bm adAjA@Y paprupovpévor 
exeiBev €\apPOnoopuevors Vorepov; 


Tois pdovoy ywe- 
a ~ rt 
S, 7) Kal nuiv rots 
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are Two Unoriginated Principles. If He is ge- 
nerate, He is so either from the Father or from 
the Son. If from the Father, there are two Sons 
in the Trinity; if from the Son, there are two 
Fathers.’ Gregory retorts that this introduction 
of materialistic conceptions into the region of theo- 
logy is a return to the exploded systems of gnos- 
ticism. To press the alternative of ‘Generate or 
Ingenerate’ is to raise a false issue. Why should 
there not be a mean between the two states? In 
fact, a Theologian greater than the subtlest of mere 
human dialecticians has revealed to us that there 
is a third state in Gop, viz. 70 éxmopevrév. That 
which exists by ‘proceeding’ from Gop is itself 
Divine, and yet it is neither unoriginate, nor, on 
the other hand, generated : kafdcov pev éxeifev éxro- 
peverat, ov Kriopa’ Kabdcov S€ ov yervyTor, ovdx 
Tids' kabdcov 8 dyevvytou Kal yevyynTod péaov, Oeds. 
‘Do you still insist upon knowing what is under- 
stood by procession? On one condition only I 
will answer : ewé od TH dyervnotav Tod Tarpos Kayo 
Ti yevnow Tov Tiod duowhoyjow Kal THY exmopevow 
rod Ivevparos). It will be observed that in this 
passage the orator abstains from following his ad- 
versary into the dilemma ‘the Spirit, if generated, 
is either from the Father or from the Son.’ He 
is content to shew that the Spirit was not generated 
at all, seeing that, according to Christ’s own teach- 


1 Orat. theol. Vv. 7, 8 (Migne XXXVI. 140—I). Cf. a fine passage 
in the Epiphany Sermon for Jan. 6, 381 (Migne XXXV. 347), To Hy, 
mpoidy pév ek Tov Ilarpos ovx Jikds Se, odd yap yernTas" GAN’ exrropevTas 
el Sei Te Kal Kawvorophoa, wepi Ta Gvopara capnvecas evekev obre Tob 
Ilarpos éxordvtos Tis dyevynoias...ovre rod Yiov Ths yermreas.,.0re c 
Llvedparos 4 eis rov Iarépa petarinrovtos 4 eis Yiow re exmemopevTat kai 
Bre Oeds...§ yap iidrns dxivntos. See also Orat. theol. 1V. (Migne 
XXXVI. 127), radra pév obv ati Kowa Oedrytos Ta évopara td.oy S¢, k.T.A. 
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ing, He proceeds from the Father. The question 
of His relation to the Son is alien to S. Gregory 
Nazianzen’s purpose: nor does it seem to have 
been once raised in the great battle between Arian- 
ism and Catholicity which was fought out at Con- 
stantinople during Gregory’s episcopate. 

The poems of S. Gregory are, like his orations, 
explicit as to the procession from the Father, but 
silent as to any derivation either from or through 
the Son. In the following lines he seems almost 
willing to exclude the thought of such a derivation, 
in his anxiety to refute the heretical ex Fvtzo : 


Bsa SE a SPlAe 
% cay “ cy 


EK pev avdpyYou 
Ilatpos Tids... €x 8 apa adds 
cata d A > \ € fee s 3 é 
OUKETL TALS ayamTnTos O[LOLLOV €UNOS epedKov 
i ¢€ XN ? , 4 Ss 4 3 ey 
@WS KEV O bev fLLpevy) YVEVETNS odos, auTap oO oy Tios 
otov Kat pLovvoto pLovetatos: eis ev iOVTE 
- X 4 Lek v io J A 1 
IIvevpats cvv peyaho, To pa Ilarpdfev eiow opotov!. 
In a dogmatical poem on the Holy Spirit, 
Gregory ventures so far as to illustrate the relations 
of the Holy Trinity by those of Adam, Eve, and 
etn 


ef eds apxeydvoio Sduap Kat SiO éyevorto. 
* x % x % x 


se fe Le 
w “ ” w 


ov text textds Te, Bporot ye piv ecKov dpotws?. 
Here Eve is plainly the type of the éxmopeuréy, 
Seth of the yevyrdv, whilst Adam represents the 
common apy7. The comparison must not be pressed, 


but it is scarcely consistent with any belief in a 
procession from the Son. 


' Carm. moral, 1. (Migne XXXvul. 524). Cf. carm. hist 1 
(Migne, 630), 

2 carm. dogmat, 11. (Migne XXXVII, 408). The comparison 
seems to have been traditional : cf. supr. p. 68. 
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On the whole, the mind of the Eastern Church 
at this period is perhaps more faithfully reflected 
by the reticence of S. Gregory the Theologian 
than by the more speculative tone of S. Basil and 
S. Gregory of Nyssa, or the dogmatic precision of 
S. Epiphanius. The procession of the Holy Ghost 
through the Son was undoubtedly maintained by a 
majority of the great Church teachers who flourished 
in the East during the Fourth Century: by one of 


them, perhaps by two, the Father and the Son were vy 


regarded as the joint Source from which the Spirit 
issues forth. But the Church, as represented by 
her Councils and Creeds, was content to assert 
that He ‘proceedeth from the Father; or if any 
attempt was made to supplement the words of 
Christ, this was done by appending to them other 
words bearing the same Divine sanction—‘And 
which receiveth of the Son.’ 
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CHAPTER’ ¥: 
THE WEST, FROM A.D. 325 TO A.D. 431. 


“Patre et, Filio auctoribus confitendus est.” 
S. HILAR. de Trin. I. 29. 


‘“‘Fatendum est Patrem et Filium principium esse Spiritus Sancti.” 
S. AuG. de Trin. V. 15. 


In summoning the Bishops to Nicaea, Constantine 
hoped to secure the attendance of representatives 
from the West as well as from the East}. How 
far he succeeded with regard to the West is un- 
certain. The extant list of subscribing Bishops 
contains few Western names, but it is explained 
that “the names of the Westerns (ie, of the 
less illustrious among them) were not written®.” 
Of those who undoubtedly were members of the 
Council several occupied positions of the widest 
influence. The Spanish Church sent Hosius of 
Cordova, the African Church was represented by 
Caecilian of Carthage: Eustorgius came from 
Milan, Nicasius from Gaul, Protogenes from Sar- 
dica: two Roman presbyters sat in the place of 
the aged. Bishop of the capital*. 


1 Cowper’s Analecta Nicaena, p. 21. 3b. GB. O72 


* Cf. Dean Stanley’s graphic account of the Westerns, Eastern 
Church, pp. 127—130. 
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These deputies from the West upon their return 
to their several dioceses could scarcely have failed 
to infuse into the Latin Churches somewhat of that 
zeal for the Faith which was manifested at Nicaea. 
The case of S. Hilary, who had been a Bishop for 
some time before he heard the Nicene Creed}, may 
' be regarded as exceptional: it proves nothing more 
than the isolation of Western Gaul during the 
quarter of a century which followed the Council of 
Nicaea. Long before 350 the war cries of the 
Catholic and Arian camps must have been familiar 
to the less secluded dioceses of the West: if little 
was known or remembered of the doings at Nicaea, 
the visits of S. Athanasius to Treves and to Rome 
[336—343] afforded Western Catholics ample op- 
portunities of becoming acquainted with the intri- 
cacies of Eastern controversy. After the death of 
Constans, the West became, almost more than the 
East, the battle-field of Arianism and orthodox 
Christianity. Under these circumstances it is not 
strange that the Western Church, hitherto so reti- 
cent on strictly theological subjects, about the middle 
of the fourth century begins to take its full share 
in the history of Trinitarian doctrine. In the West, 
as in the East, the Procession of the Holy Ghost 
occupied at this period a secondary place in 
Christian thought: yet from the first it was seen 
to be an element in the wider question of the 
Homoousion which neither side could safely dis- 
regard. 

First among the Westerns who touched upon 


1 Hil. de Syn. (Migne X. 545), “regeneratus pridem et.in episcopatu 
aliquantisper manens fidem Nicaenam numquam nisi exsulaturus 
audivi, sed mihi homousii et homoeusii intelligentiam evangelia et 
apostoli intimaverunt.” 
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this point was the Bishop of Poitiers who had lived 
so long in happy ignorance of the Arian innova- 
tions. During his exile in Phrygia! S. Hilary had 
opportunities of studying Arianism in its latest 
developements, and though the Macedonian heresy 
had not yet come to the birth, he was able to 
foretell its approach. A denial of the proper Deity 
of the Son was fast leading the various schools of 
Arian misbelief to reject the Deity of the Holy - 
Ghost: “quid mirum ut de Spiritu Sancto diversa 
sentiant qui in largitore eius creando et demutando 
et abolendo tam temerarii sint auctores atque ita 
dissolvant perfecti huius sacramenti veritatem...... 
Spiritum Sancto negando dum et usum et auctorem 
eius ignorant? >?’ It is not clear from these words 
in what sense Hilary regards the Son as the auctor of 
the Spirit ; but presently he proceeds, although with 
evident reluctance, to unfold his view—heresy de- 
mands the formal expression of a truth which other- 
wise it might have sufficed to leave to the field of the 
Christian consciousness: “de Spiritu autem Sancto 
nec tacere oportet nec loqui necesse est. Sed sileri 
a nobis eorum causa qui nesciunt non potest; loqui 
autem de Eo non necesse est qui Patre et Filio 
auctoribus confitendus est®.” To the question 
“per quem sit” Hilary answers still more specifi- 
cally, “Per quem omnia et ex quo omnia”—words 
which must be interpreted by another passage in 
the same book, “Unus est Deus Pater, ex quo 
omnia, et unus Unigenitus Dominus noster Jesus 
Christus per quem omnia.” According to this 


1 de Trin. X. 4 (Migne X. 346), loquimur enim exsules per hos 
libros. 


* de Trin. 11. 4 (Migne, 53). 3 de Trin, 11. 29 (Migne, 69). 
= UB IO SG it 
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teaching the Holy Spirit has His Being from the 
Father and through the Son. Both are His auc- 
tores: the Father ultimately, the Son as holding the 
middle order in the eternal course of the Divine life. 

In the 8th book of the de Trinitate Hilary 
returns to this topic. He is treating of the essential 
unity of the Father and the Son; and he finds a 
proof of this unity in the fact that the Son sends 
the Spirit Who proceeds from the Father. The 
question whether the Spirit is “from the Son” is 
then raised and briefly dismissed in the following 
manner: “Neque in hoc nunc calumnior libertati 
intelligentiae utrum ex Patre an ex Filio Spiritum 
Paracletum putent esse. Non enimin incerto Domi- 
nus reliquit [S. John xvi. 12 sq. }...... A Filio igitur 
accipit qui et ab eo mittitur et a Patre procedit. 
Et interrogo utrum id ipsum sit a Filio accipere 
quod a Patre procedere. Quod si differre* credetur 
inter accipere a Filio et a Patre procedere, certe id 
ipsum atque unum esse existimabitur a Filio accipere 
quod sit accipere a Patre.... Hoc quod accipiet, 
sive potestas est sive virtus sive doctrina est, Filius 
a se accipiendum esse dixit; et rursum hoc ipsum 
significat accipiendum esse de Patre.... A Patre 
procedit Spiritus veritatis, sed a Filio a Patre 
mittitur. Omnia quae Patris sunt Filii sunt, et id- 
circo quidquid accipiet, a Filio accipiet.” 

It is interesting to observe how in this passage 
S. Hilary seems to stand upon the very edge of 
the /zdiogue controversy, to foresee the issue which 


1 ge Trin. Vit. 19. 20 (Migne, 250 sq.). 

2 The Benedictine Editor annotates, “In vulgatis zhil differre. 
Rectius abest zéhz/ a MSS. Conceditur adversariis quidquid voluerint 
ut invincibiliter revincantur.” The ‘concession’ is surely an act of 
simple justice. 


S, 8 
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must arise, and yet deliberately to retire without 
committing himself to the support of either side. 
If any one chooses to say that the Holy Spirit 
is from the Son, the Bishop of Poitiers will not 
stop to censure the boldness of the phrase. He con- 
siders it a question fairly open to discussion whether 
‘receiving’ is the same as ‘procession.’ His own 
mind evidently inclines to the affirmative. But 
he is not prepared, or he does not care to answer: 
it was enough to establish the consubstantiality of 
the Father and the Son by shewing that the same 
Holy Ghost receives of Both, is alike the Spirit 
of God and the Spirit of Christ. Here he makes 
his final stand: “non permittenda itaque ad impiae 
intelligentiae libertatem haeretica perversitas est 
ut dictum hoc Domini...non ad unitatem confiteatur 
referendum esse naturae.” 

In a word, if Hilary would not have been staggered 
by the /7liogue, explained as the West has explained 
it, yet he does not go out of his way to anticipate 
it: his own belief is sufficiently expressed by the per 
filium which was current in the orthodox teaching 
of his age’. The de Trinztate ends with the prayer, 
“Sanctum Spiritum tuum Qui ex Te per Unigen- 
itum tuum est promerear?.” It is a summary of 
what Hilary regarded as ascertained truth upon the 
procession of the Holy Ghost. 


1 See the remarks of Mr Ffoulkes, Divisions of Christendom, 
ii. p. 426. It is scarcely correct to say (p. 470) that “the East...came 
suddenly by intuition in the 8th century to tolerate the doctrine of 
procession through the Son.” In the 4th century that doctrine was 
held by Basil as distinctly as by Hilary: v. supr. p. 100. 

* de Trin, X11. 57 (Migne x. 472). Cf. c. 53, “huius ego nominis 
[creaturae] consortium ne in Sancto quidem Spiritu tuo patiar ex te 


profecto et per eum misso;” c. 56, “ex te per eum Sanctus Spiritus 
tuus est.” 
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To these passages from the de 7yinitate must be 
added another which claims.S. Hilary as its author. 
The fragmentary Opus H7istoricum thus contrasts 
the Arian with the Catholic Trinity: “ubi a diversis 
substantiis Filium a Patre impio et maledico ore dis- 
ciderint, et in separatis duobus adsistat auctoritas, 
tertia dinumeratur in Spiritu; ut cum sit Pater in 
Filio et Filius in Patre, et Spiritus Sanctus acci- 
piat ex Utroque, in eo quod Spiritus exprimitur 
sanctae huius inviolabilis unitas [Trinitatis} hae- 
retica parte parturiat Trinitas pronuntiata dissi- 
dium!” This was probably written after the de 
Trinitate, and seems to shew that Hilary’s view of 
the relation in which the Spirit stands to the Son 
was gathering strength in his last years. There is 
but a step between the ‘accipit ex Utroque’ of this 
passage, and the ‘ex Utroque procedit’ which ulti- 
mately received the sanction of the Latin Church*. 

With S. Hilary may be connected the name of 
another Western Catholic of the same age, who 
speaks from the somewhat different platform of the 
cultivated lay mind. Marius Victorinus, an African 
by birth, taught rhetoric at Rome about the middle 
of the 4th century, with such general applause that 

1 Fragm. i. 31 (Migne X. 656). I give the passage as the Bene- 
dictine editor proposes to restore it. Cf. a hymn attributed to S, Hilary 


(Daniel, shes. hymmnol. 3. p. 2): “Deus Pater ingenite | et Fili unigenite| 
Quos Trinitatis unitas | Sancto connectit Spiritu.” 

2 A Greek fragment in Mai’s Sic. Rom. VI. p. XXXV., represents 
S. Hilary as having worked out the doctrine so far as to foresee and 
guard against a misinterpretation of the Western view. “S. Hilary 
in his Commentary on the Apostolic Epistles, treating of the doctrine 
of the Father and the Son, says, MnSepiay ev r6 ‘Ayi Lvevpare Surdonv 
yocicbar dua To Tov Harépa kal rov Yiov ro etvae mapéxew aro 6Oev 
dude pia apy Tod ‘Ayiovu Tvedpatos xpnuaritovew.” Mai justly exclaims, 
“En miram atque perspicuam,..doctrinam de Spiritus Sancti pro- 
cessione a Patre Filioque tanquam unico principio!” To many it 
will seem too striking and clear to be S. Hilary’s. 

$—2 


116 Doctrine of Marius Victorinus: 


he was honoured by a statue in the Forum!. In 
old age, but while his fame as a rhetorician was 
still unabated, he embraced the Faith of Christ, and 
became its warm defender against Arian misrepre- 
sentations. His treatise Agazust Arius was pro- 
bably written in or about the year 365%. It enters 
at considerable length into the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, and the following extracts, however far from 
being authoritative or even dogmatically exact’, are 
of some historical value as shewing the tendency at 
this time of Christian thought in Western Europe.” 
“Paracletus (Victorinus writes) a Deo et a Christo 
... Duo ergo et isti; ex alio alius. Ex Filio Spiritus 
Sanctus sicuti ex Deo Filius conrationaliter; et Spi- 
mitus Sanctus a.Patre...°Pateq... vox mistenue 
Filius jam vox, Paracletus vox vocis... Spiritus 
a Christo accipit, rpse Ghristus’ a Patter eee 
idcirco-et Spiritus a Patre*.” “Conntemurerse 
et Spiritum Sanctum ex Deo Patre omnia haben- 
tem, 7@ Adyw (hoc est, Jesu Christo) tradente illi 
omnia quae Christus habet a Patre®... “Jam vero 
Spiritum Sanctum alio quodam modo ipsum esse 
Jesum Christum occultum, interiorem, cum animis 
fabulantem ... et a Patre per Christum genitum.. . 
multis nos libris exposuimus... Patre cum Spiritu 
Sancto per Christum juncto, singulis quidem ex- 
istentibus unum*.” The language is untheological, 
and there is a touch of Origen in the last few sen- 
tences: but the main idea is the same as S. Hilary’s, 
The Spirit receives of the Father in receiving of the 
Son. As the Son is ‘ex Deo,’ so is the Spirit ‘ex 


S. August. Covfess. VIN. 2. 2 Migne VIII. 998. 
Cf. S. Hieron. de vir. cllustr. 101. Migne XXIII. a) 
Adv, Arium, |, 13, 14 (Migne VIII. 1048). 

tb. 47 (Migne, 1077), ®° 1b. 55 (Migne, 1082). 
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S. Phoebadius : Ei? 


Filio.’ With this view of the Procession Victorinus, 
like Hilary, combines the idea of the Holy Spirit be- 
ing the bond of union in the Trinity. His ‘Wymn on 
the Trinity’ contains the following singular address 
to the Third Person of the GopuEap: “ Tu, Spiritus 
Sancte, connexio es... primo connectis duo, esque 
ipsa tertia complexio duorum atque ipsa complexio 
nihil distans uno unum cum facis duo !.” 

S. Phoebadius of Agen in Aquitania, a con- 
temporary and a fellow-countryman of S, Hilary, has 
left an important treatise in refutation of Arianism. 
He was alive in A.D. 392, when S. Jerome wrote the 
De viris illustribus. But his Contra Artanos was 
composed more than 40 years before that date, pro- 
bably before the rise of Macedonianism. He has 
little to say in this book about the Holy Spirit, and 
contents himself with asserting that the Spirit is “de 
Deo”, and personally distinct from the Father and 
the Son (alius a Filio sicut a Patre Filius)? But if 
the De fide orthodoxa be due to Phoebadius, he must 
have held a doctrine of the procession in advance of 
S. Hilary's, as the following remarkable passage 
will shew. “Ascendit in caelos...misit nobis Spiri- 
tum Sanctum de propria sua et ipsa una sub- 
stantia sua...‘De meo’, inquit, ‘accipiet’, ex eo 
utique quod est Filius; quia et Filius de eo quod 
Pater est®.” 


1 Migne, 1146. 2 Migne XX. 30. 

3 Migne xx. 49. To another contemporaneous Bishop of Gaul, 
S. Eusebius of Vercellae (+ 371), is attributed a confession which, if 
it really belonged to this period, would shew that individuals in the 
West had already begun to assert the procession from the Son ¢otidem 
verbis. The words are: “S. Spiritum...credimus ab utroque proce- 
dentem amborum esse Spiritum...nec enim de Patre procedit in Filium 
vel de Filio procedit ad sanctificandam creaturam, sed simul ab utro- 
que processisse monstratur, quia caritas sive sanctitas amborum esse 


118 S. Damasus. 


More than one profession of faith bears the 
name of Pope Damasus}, whose episcopate, reaching 
from 366 to 384, covered the most important period 
of the final struggle between Arianism and the 
Church. His synodical letter to Paulinus of An- 
tioch, which is admitted to be genuine, deals with 
the question of the Procession, but contents itself 
with asserting the essential derivation from the Fa- 
ther, and denying the heretical per F2lium, both the 
assertion and the denial being now, however, for the 
first time fenced by an anathema: “si quis non dix- 
erit Spiritum Sanctum de Patre esse vere ac proprie 
sicut Filius de divina substantia... . si quis dixerit. 
Spiritum Sanctum facturam aut per Filium factum, 
anathema sit*.” It is instructive to notice how at 
this period the two great sees of Rome and Constan- 
tinople seem to have been agreed in abstaining from 
a minuter definition of the Procession. Both in East 
and West the relations of the Spirit to the Son 
were being examined by individual theologians; but 
S. Gregory and S. Damasus® appear to have alike 
refrained from entering upon a question which did 
not touch the essentials of the Faith. 


agnoscitur” (Migne x1I. 961). Few will believe that this passage 
was written before Augustine’s 99th Tract on S. John. In the MS. 
the document is anonymous. 

* These documents are collected in Walch’s Bid/. Symb. p. 179 8q.; 
cf. Swainson’s WV. and A. Creeds, pp. 92, 256. A form which Dr 
Swainson prints (4%. Il. p. 273—4) professes simply “ Spiritum 
Sanctum Deum non ingenitum neque genitum, non creatum nec 
factum, sed Patris et Filit, semper in Patre et Filio coacternum.” One 
MS. copy of this Creed which I have examined (Gonville and Caius, 
265), inserts before Patris et Filii the words “de Patre procedentem 
et Filio.” _The scribe appropriately assigns the authorship to the 
Bp. of Hippo: “ incipit simbolum dictatum a beato Augustino.” 

* Migne XIII. 558, 2. Lv1. 636. Cf. Theodoret H. &. v. 11. 


Ae eae a ; 
This is the more remarkable because Damasus was of Spanish 
birth. 
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In the year 374 the voice of a child! gave to the 
Western Episcopate one of its brightest ornaments 
in the person of the Prefect of Milan. Suddenly 
and in middle life converted from a Catechumen 
into a Bishop of the Church, S. Ambrose at once 
applied himself to theological study?, and with such 
success that within three years of his baptism and 
consecration he was able, at the request of Gratian, 
to compose an elaborate defence of the Nicene Faith 
as it regards the Person of Christ®?. This was 
followed (probably in 381) by the three books de 
Spirtiu Sancto, which constitute the first separate 
treatise in the Latin tongue upon the Person of 
the Holy Ghost?. 

To establish the Deity of the Spirit is the pri- 
mary object of this work. The subject of the 
procession, however, comes into sight early in Book i. 
S. Ambrose meets the objection that the Holy 


1 Vit. Ambros. auct. Paulino. § 6, (Migne XIv. 31), subito vox 
fertur infantis in populo sonuisse ‘Ambrosium episcopum.’ Cf. Socr. 
IV. 30 Geov epyov To yevopevoy, 

Vit. Amoros. ex ejus scriptis coll. § 16, (Migne XIV. 79). 

3 De fide ad Gratianum Aug. libr. Vv. 

4 The De Spiritu Sancto can hardly lay aan to originality ; 
the ex-Prefect wisely availed himself of the labours of Didymus, 
S. Basil, and other Greek writers of his own and of the previous 
generation, a circumstance which certainly diminishes the interest 
of his work as a specimen of Western ‘Theology. But S. Jerome’s 
taunt is unjust, if it is aimed at this book: “ex Graecis bonis Latina 
non bona.” With regard to S. Jerome himself it may be presumed 
that he coincided in opinion with S. Didymus. His own writings are 
nearly silent on the subject, unless we admit the genuineness of 
a more than doubtful fragment assigned to him in a Greek MS. 
which Card. Mai discovered in the Vatican (Sfic. Rom. V1. praef. 
XXXvV.). I quote the passage as the Cardinal prints it: ‘Iepdvupos 
6 dyws ev TO rept Tpiddos Adyo pyoi. Td Hvedpa ro "Ayiov mapa 
tou Ilarpos kal tot Yiod éexmopevépevoy kata mavra 7H Tarpi kal ro 
Yi@ oporipoy Kai ovvaidioy vmdpxe. On Isa. lvii. 16, S. Jerome only 
comments, “de Patre egreditur, et propter sccietatem naturae a Filio 
mittitur.” (Migne XXIV. 558.) 


s 


120 teaches a procession from the Son: 


Spirit is sent, just as the created Seraphim are said — 
to have been sent. The mission of the Spirit, he 
replies, involves no change of place, no separation 
from Him from Whom He comes. “Si de loco pro- 
cedit Spiritus et ad locum transit, et ipse Pater in 
loco invenietur et Filius....non ergo quasi ex loco 
mittitur Spiritus aut quasi ex loco procedit quando 
procedit ex Filio...cum procedit a Patre et 
Filio non separatura Patre, non separatur a Filiot”. 
It is urged with reason that this passage refers to the 
temporal rather than to the eternal procession’; yet 
the latter seems certainly to be implied: for if the 
Spirit proceeds from the Son (ex Filio) in any other 
sense than that of motion from place to place, it can 
only be by some essential derivation from Him; and 
an essential relation within the GopHEAD must be 
timeless, without beginning or end. Moreover, as 
we read on, this view of S. Ambrose’s teaching is 
confirmed. “As the Father is the Fountain of Life, 
so (he argues) is the Son: does not the Psalmist sing 
‘With Thee, Almighty Gop, ‘zs’ Thy Son the 
Fountain of Life’? i.e. the Fountain of the Holy 
Spirit, for the Holy Spirit is Life®.” S. Basil’s teach- 
ing’ is thus reproduced: “ex uno Spiritu per unum Fi- 


1 de Sp. S. 1. 11, (Migne XVI. 762). 

2 The Benedictine editor admits this: “Ambrosius hic...ut mis- 
sionem temporalem Spiritus significet adhibet verbum frocedere.” 
The same remark perhaps holds good of the passage in the Com- 
mentary on Psalm Ixi. “et Filius a Patre procedit et Spiritus ab ipso 
procedit:” yet the procession there intended is one which presupposes 
an essential unity, for it is added, “de unitate ergo divinitatis 
ambiguum nihil.” (Migne XIv. 1227). 

8 de Sp. S. I. 15, (Migne Xvi. 769). “‘Apud te, inquit, Deus 
omnipotens, Filius tuus fons vitae...hoc est fons Spiritus Sancti 
quia Spiritus vita.” For S. Ambrose’s interpretation of Apoc. XXII. I, 
v. supr. p. 8, note. 

4 NV. SUpr. py TOONS: 
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lium in unum Patrem cognitio nostra procedit ; et ex 
uno Patre per unum Filium in unum Spiritum Sanc- 
tum bonitas et sanctificatio et imperiale jus aeternae 
traditur potestatis!.” The Spirit’s receiving from the 
Son is treated as at least analogous to His proces- 
sion from the Father: “Secundum divinitatem non 
super Christum est Spiritus sed in Christo...manet 
enim in Deo qui ex Deo est...et manet in Christo 
quia Christo accipit?.” The- ‘Spirit receives 
from the Son His Divine attributes: “accepit per 
unitatem substantiae, sicut accepit a Patre Filius... 
quae habet Pater Filii sunt; quae habet Filius accepit 
et Spiritus®.” Nay, He receives from the Son His 
very essence: “quod ex aliquo est aut ex substantia 
est aut ex potestate ejus. Ex substantia...sicut 
Spiritus qui a Patre procedit, de quo dicit Filius, 
‘ille me clarificabit quia de meo accipiet*.’” This is 
put still more explicitly in the later Commentary on 
S. Luke: where S. Ambrose, arguing that our Lord’s 
ovdels ayafos ei pr) ets 6 Beds could not have been 
meant to exclude Himself, asks, ‘“quomodo non 
bonus, cum bonitatis substantia assumpta ex Patre 
non degenerarit in Filio quae non degeneravit 
in Spiritu ? quod si ‘bonus’ Spiritus [Ps. cxlii. 10] 
qui accepit ex Filio, bonus utique et ille qui 
tradidit®.” 
Nevertheless it can hardly be said that in the 
genuine works of S. Ambrose the phrase procedere ex 
[a] Frlio is used with direct reference to an eternal 


1 de Sp. S. 11. 12. (Migne XVI. 802). 

2 de Sp. S. 1. 1. Migne, 810. 

3 de Sp. S. Ul. 11. (Migne, 800, cf. zx/r. 803, “quae accepit 
ipse per unitatem naturae, ex ipso per eandem unitatem accepit 
et Spiritus.” 

4 ib. 5. (Migne, 783). 

5 expos. in Luc. Vill. (Migne Xv. 1876). 
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122 Progressive teaching of S. Augustine. 


éxmépevors. The Benedictine editors have, rightly 
no doubt, relegated to the Appendix a Sermon in 
which some zealous controversialist of a much later 
age preaches on Whitsun Day under the name of 
the great Bishop of Milan, “Magna est, fratres 
carissimi, hodierna festivitas in qua sicut audivistis 
acceperunt apostoli Spiritum Sanctum...Qui non ex 
tempore sed ab aeterno a Patre Filioque insepara- 
biliter procedit}.” 

But S. Ambrose’s place in the history of the 
Procession-dogma is not to be fixed altogether by 
a reference to his books. To Ambrose, under Gop, 
the Church owes Augustine: and it was from the 
Bishop of Hippo more than from any other in- 
dividual teacher that the Western doctrine of the 
Procession received both form and authority*, The 
Church of North Africa in the person of Tertullian 
laid the foundation of that doctrine early in the third 
century: by a singular coincidence the same Church, 
after an interval of two centuries, completed in the 
person of S. Augustine the work which it had 
begun. 

The baptized life of S. Augustine extends from 
A.D, 387 to A.D. 430, thus nearly bridging over the 
interval between the Councils of Constantinople and 
Ephesus. He was raised to the priesthood in 391; 
to the episcopal office in 395. The four treatises 
from which his doctrine of the Procession is chiefly 


1 Serm, XXXVI. in append. (Migne XVII. 693). Of the phrase ‘pro- 
cedit a Patre et Filio,’ apart from the ‘ab aeterno’, S. Ambrose seems to 
have been the originator: cf. Langen, die Trinitarische Lehrdifferenz, 
P. 47. 

* The later Greeks regarded him as the inventor of the doctrine: 
e.g. Gregor. Scholar. (de proc. Sf. S. 1. 3), who views the Latin 
dogma as a protest on S. Augustine’s part against Nestorianism. 
Cf. Le Quien, dissert. Damasc. 1. § VII. Hergenréther, Photius, 1. 685. 
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to be gathered were written between 393 and 428, 
and the date of each can be approximately ascer- 
tained. We are thus in a position to trace with 
some degree of accuracy the growth of the concep- 
tion in Augustine’s mind. 

The earliest of these treatises is a book de fide et 
Symbolo, which contains the substance of a discourse 
delivered by Augustine, while yet a simple Presbyter, 
before a Council of North African Bishops held 
at Hippo in the year 3931. The oth chapter of 
this book treats of ‘faith in the Holy Ghost.’ The 
extraordinary difficulty of the subject is at once 
acknowledged, and also the want of any full or 
thorough discussion of it by the great teachers of 
the Church: “de Spiritu Sancto autem nondum tam 
copiose ac diligenter disputatum est a doctis et 
magnis divinarum Scripturarum tractatoribus, ut 
intelligi facile possit et ejus proprium’.” Certain 
points, however, might be regarded as already 
ascertained; as that the Holy Ghost is consubstan- 
tial with the Father and the Son, yet personally dis- 
tinct: that He is not derived by generation either 
from the Father or from the Son: that, notwith- 
standing, He is not dvapyos, but owes His personal 
Life to the Father, “of Whom are all things?” 
Drawing nearer to this question of the Spirit’s rela- 
tion to the Father and the Son, Augustine repro- 


1 Retract. 1. 17. “Per idem tempus coram episcopis hoc mihs 
jubentibus qui plurimum totius Africae concilium Hippone Regio 
habebant de Fide et Symbolo presbyter disputavi.” 

2 de F. et S.9. (Migne XL. 191, sq.). 

3 76. “ Servant tamen ut non genitum Spiritum Sanctum tamquanr 
Filium de Patre praedicent ... neque de Filio tamquam nepotem 
summi Patris: nec tamen id quod est nulli debere, sed Patri ex 
quo omnia, ne duo constituamus principia sine principio; quod 
falsissimum est et absurdissimum et non catholicae fidei.” 


124 He ts also the Bond of the Father and the Son: 


duces with certain changes and additions, and not 
without an apology for their inadequacy!, the illus- 
trations first employed by Tertullian: the Holy 
Spirit is the Water of Life “de fonte vel de fluvio:” 
the branches of the Tree are not identical, although 
they are substantially one, with its trunk or its root. 
To these imperfect figures he adds a mystical view 
which he evidently prefers, but refuses as yet to 
adopt or to discuss: “ausi sunt quidam ipsam com- 
munionem Patris et Filii, atque ut ita dicam, 
dewtatem (quam Graeci Oed7nT7a appellant), Spiritum 
Sanctum. credere...quam etiam dilectionem in se 
invicem amborum caritatemque volunt intelligi.” 
One objection to this hypothesis is stated, and at 
once set aside: ‘the communion and mutual love of 
two Persons can have no personal existence 2.’ 
Doubtless, Augustine replies, this is true in reference 
to material substances: “copulatio non est corpus:” 
the union of two bodies does not constitute a third, 
But when we speak of Gop, we are in the presence 
of a Nature where the distinction vanishes between 
the essential and the accidental: “quidquid ibi 
intelligi potest, substantia est.” 


1 de F.et.S. 9. “Haec non propter illius divinae naturae similitudi- 
nem, sed propter visibilium etiam unitatem corporalia exempla data 
sunt, ut intelligeretur fieri posse ut aliqua tria non tantum singillatim, 
sed etiam simul unum singulare nomen obtineret :” i. e. they are more 
useful as illustrations of the Unity, than as helping men to under- 
stand the mysteries of Generation and Procession. Augustine adds 
the image of three cups filled from one spring, “quamvis nullus 
hic transitus fiat sicut de fonte in fluvium dicebamus.” 

276. “Huic sententiae contradicunt qui arbitrantur istam 
communionem quam sive deitatém sive dilectionem sive veritatem 
appellamus non esse substantiam... Sed hi tales cor mundum faciant 
quantum possunt ut videre valeant in Dei substantia non esse aliquid 
tale, quasi aliud ibi sit substantia, aliud quod accidat substantiae.” 


Cf de Trin. XV. 27, communio quaedam consubstantialis 
Patris et Filii, 
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S. Augustine’s greatest dogmatic work—the de 
Trinitate—occupied his spare time during some 
twenty years of his episcopate. He writes to 
Aurelius of this work, “Libros juvenis inchoavi, 
senex edidil.” His friends and disciples were less 
patient, and a portion of the MS. was stolen from 
the author’s sevzzza, and published in an imperfect 
form about the year 415. At that period the 12th 
book was not yet complete, and the earlier books 
needed revision. Under these circumstances S. 
Augustine felt himself obliged to hasten on the publi- 
cation of the entire work, and at some time previous 
to the year 428 appeared the author’s complete 
edition of the fifteen books, revised and perfected, 
“non ut volui (he says) sed ut potui.” Thus we may 
expect to find in the de 7yrznitate, so far as our 
present text is trustworthy, a faithful reflection of 
the workings of S. Augustine’s mind upon this 
question, corrected throughout by his maturer 
judgement. 

In the 4th and sth Books the writer already 
displays a remarkable advance upon the cautious 
language of the de fide et Syméolo. Distinguishing 
between mzsszon and procession, he asserts a true 
procession of the Spirit from the Son: “nec pos- 
sumus dicere quod Spiritus Sanctus et a Filio non 
procedat... Flatus ille corporeus [S. John xx. 22. | 
.. fuit. .demonstratio per congruam significationem 
non tantum a Patre sed et Filio procedere Spiritum 
Sanctum2.” ‘“Fatendum est Patrem et Filium 
principium esse Spiritus Sancti: non duo prin- 
cipia; sed sicut Pater et Filius unus Deus... sic 


1 Ep. CLXXIV. (Migne Xxx. 758); cf. Refract. 11. 15 (Migne 
XXXII. 635). 
2 de Trin. WV. 29. (Migne XLII. 908). 
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relative ad Spiritum Sanctum unum principium’.” 
In these few words we at length have the statement 
to which Western, and to a considerable extent 
Eastern thought had been tending for two cen- 
turies.  Tertullian’s a Patre per Lilium, Hilary's 
Patre et Filio auctoribus, the wap dpdorépwv of 
S. Epiphanius, the dud rod pécov of S. Gregory 
of Nyssa, find at last their logical outcome and 
expression in the Pater et Filius unum principrum 
of the greater Bishop of Hippo’. 

Between this passage and the 15th book of 
the de Trinitate must be placed the teaching of the 
Tractatus in S. Foannem*, ‘These are sermons on 
the Fourth Gospel preached during the Donatist 
and Pelagian troubles, probably in the winter and 
spring of 415—6. In Tract. xcix. (on S. John 
xvi. 13) the question of the Spirit’s procession from 
the Son is formally raised: “hic aliquis forsitan 
quaerat utrum et a Filio procedat Spiritus Sanctus. 
Filius enim solius Patris est Filius, et Pater solius 
Filit est Pater; Spiritus autem Sanctus non est 


1 de Trin. Vv. 14 (Migne, 921). Augustine proceeds to meet 
the question (¢c. 15), “utrum erat [Spiritus S.] antequam daretur.” 
The alternative is “an semper procedit Spiritus Sanctus et non 
ex tempore sed ab aeternitate procedit”? 

2 On Augustine’s position in reference to the doctrine see Neander, 
Ch. H. iv. p. 88 (Bohn). Mr Ffoulkes (Christendom’s Divisions, 1. 
p. 69 sq.) thinks that the anthropological tone of Western Christianity 
led to the stronger statements of Augustine and the Latin Church 
upon the subject of the Procession. His reasoning is not very 
convincing. The practical tone of Latin theology explains more : 
if the Spirit were of the Son, as in some sense all allowed that He 
was, and if He moreover proceeded from the Father, as the Scripture 
declared, why not express both truths under the common formula, 
‘De utroque procedit’? 

3 Tract. XCIX. is referred to in de Trin. XV. 27, “de hac re in 
sermone quodam proferendo ad aures populi Christiani diximus, 
dictumque conscripsimus.” 
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minus eorum Spiritus, sed amborum...Cur ergo non 
credamus quod etiam de Filio. procedat Spiritus 
Sanctus, cum Fili quoque ipse sit Spiritus ?... Quid 
aliud significavit illa insufflatio [S. John xx. 22], nisi 
quod procedat Spiritus Sanctus de ipso!?” Then, 
boldly facing the obvious objection that ‘the Son 
Himself speaks only of a procession from the Fa- 
ther’, the preacher replies, “Cur putas, nisi quemad- 
modum ad eum [s¢. Patrem] solet referre et quod 
ipsius est, de quo et ipse est?” £.¢. in S. John vii. 16 
our Lord says ‘My doctrine is not mine.’ It was 
not His, it was the Father’s, inasmuch as He Himself 
is of the Father. Yet it was His nevertheless, since 
He and the Father are One. “Quanto magis illic 
intelligendum est et de ipso procedere Spiritus 
Sanctus, ubi sic ait ‘de Patre procedit’ ut non 
diceret, ‘de me non procedit. From Augus- 
tine’s point of view, the wapa tov Ilarpds is not exclu- 
sive: it asserts the povapyia, but does not lose sight of 
the duoovcrov ; does not shut out the Consubstantial 
Son from being with the Father, though subordi- 
nately to Him, the One Principle of the Holy 
Ghost. “A quo autem habet Filius ut sit Deus (est 
enim de Deo Deus), ab illo habet utique ut etiam de 
illo procedat Spiritus Sanctus; ac per hoc Spiritus 
Sanctus ut etiam de Filio procedat sicut procedat de 
Patre, ab ipso habet Patre®.” The procession from 
the Son must not, however, be regarded as posterior 
in time to the procession from the Father, or as 
distinct from it in fact: “Spiritus Sanctus non de 
Patre procedit in Filium et de Filio procedit ad 
sanctificandam creaturam, sed simul de utroque 


procedit®,” 


1 Tract. xcrx. § 6, 7 (Migne Xxxv. 1888 sq.). 2970 SO: 
3 7.§9. Thus there is no parallel between the Procession of the 


128 | A lhe mystery in human nature, 


The whole of this context is repeated in the 15th 
book of the de Trinztate1. The later work, however, 
prefaces the teaching of the earlier with a new and 
important illustration of the mystery, derived from 
the constitution of man*. ‘In man himself there is 
a kind of trinity; the memory, the understanding, 
the will, are three, and yet one. In man, indeed, 
these three are impersonal; they do not together 
constitute the ego: “ego.....memini, ego intelligo, 
ego diligo, qui nec memoria sum nec intelligentia 
nec dilectio, sed haec habeo.” It is otherwise in 
the Life of God: “in illius vero summae simplicitate 
Naturae quae Deus est, quamvis unum sit Deus, 
tres tamen personae sunt.” As far, then, as com- 
parison is possible, the Holy Spirit in Gop cor- 
responds to Will or Love in man: “de Spiritu 
Sancto nihil in hoc aenigmate quod ei simile videre- 
tur ostendi, nisi voluntatem nostram, vel amorem, 
quae valentior est voluntas...Amor hominis de 
scientia procedens et memoriam intelligentiamque 
conjungens, tamquam parenti prolique communis, 
unde nec parens intelligitur esse nec proles, habet in 


Spirit from the Father and the Son, and the generation of man: 
“quia nec filius hominem simul et ex patre et ex matre procedit, 
sed cum in matrem procedit ex patre, non tunc procedit ex matre, 
et cum in hanc lucem procedit ex matre, non tunc procedit ex patre. ” 

‘de Trin. XV. ¢. 27 (Migne XLII. 1095): with the caution 
“fidelibus non infidelibus loquens.” ; 

2 2b. c. 20 (Migne, 1088 sq.), “si possent cernerent trinitatem 
Deum in nostra memoria, intelligentia, voluntate.” Cf. de Trin. XIII. 
11. “Vellem ut haec tria cogitarent homines in seipsis. Longe 
aliud sunt ista tria quam illa Trinitas, sed dico ubi se exerceant et 
sibi probent et sentiant quam longe sunt. Dico autem haec tria 
esse, nosse, velle. Sum enim et novi et volo: sum sciens et 
volens et scio esse me et velle et volo esse et scire...In his 
igitur tribus quam sit inseparabilis vita...quam denique inseparabilis 
distinctio et tamen distinctio videat qui potest.” 


so far as comparison ts possible. 129 


hac imagine aliquam licet valde imparem similitu- 
dinem Spiritus Sancti.” 

There is another correction which must be 
applied to this comparison: in the human mind, 
the will precedes the thought, aids in its produc- 
tion, and when it is produced, finds rest in it, and 
in the form of love, embraces it and works from it. 
In the Life of God, nothing precedes, nothing 
follows: “nulla sunt tempora.” “ Quapropter qui 
potest intelligere sine tempore generationem Filii 
de Patre, intelligat sine tempore processionem 
Spiritus Sancti de utroque...intelligat sicut habet 
Pater in semetipso ut de illo procedat idem Spiritus 
Sanctus, sic dedisse Filio ut de illo procedat 
idem Spiritus Sanctus, et uterque sine tem- 
pore... Si enim quidquid habet de Patre habet 
Filius, de Patre habet utique ut et de illo procedat 
Spiritus Sanctus... Filius autem de Patre natus est, 
et Spiritus Sanctus de Patre principaliter et 
ipso sine ullo temporis intervallo dante com- 
muniter de utroque procedit.” 

There remains another and yet later work of 
S. Augustine which bears upon this subject. The 
libri contra Maximinum appear to have been written 
in the year 427—8. The 2nd Book contains the 
Bishop of Hippo’s detailed reply to the arguments 
of the Arian Bishop, who urged that if the Son and 
the Spirit were alike of the essence of the Father, 


le, 47. Cf. supr. c. 29. “Ideo autem addidi ‘principaliter,’ 
quia et de Filio Spiritus Sanctus procedere reperitur ; sed hoc quoque 
illi Pater gignendo dedit.” On frincipaliter Baur writes (Dreieinig- 
eit, 11. 166), “Nur konnte auch Augustinus jenes andere Moment 
nicht ganz aus dem Auge verlieren, weswegen er auch wieder sagt, 
dass der Geist principaliter vom Vater ausgehe, und ausdriicklich 
bemerkt, dass auch das Ausgehen des Geistes vom Sohn dem Sohn 
yom Vater mitgetheilt sey.” 


Si 9 
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the Spirit Himself might be called Son of God'. 
Augustine replies by distinguishing between ‘pro- 
ceeding’ and ‘begotten’: the terms are not always 
convertible: “non omne quod procedit nascitur, 
quamvis omne procedat quod nascitur.” ‘Ideo ille 
Filius est Patris de quo est genitus; iste autem 
Spiritus utriusque, quoniam de utroque procedit. Sed 
ideo cum de illo Filius loqueretur ait, ‘de Patre 
procedit,’ quoniam Pater processionis ejus est 
auctor qui talem Filium genuit et gignendo 
ei dedit ut etiam de ipso procederet Spiritus 
Sanctus.” At this point Augustine stops short. 
He seems conscious that in his hands the doctrine 
of the Procession has reached its extreme limit 
of developement?; and he leaves the subject with 
the salutary caution, “Satis sit ergo nobis quia... 
non est a seipso Spiritus Sanctus, sed ab illo de 
quo procedit; et quia de utroque procedit...unde 
et Spiritus Patris dictus est...et Spiritus Filli...non 
enim duo sunt Spiritus Sancti tanquam singuli 
singulorum, unus Patris, alter Filii; sed unus potius 
Patris et Fi,” 

It would be easy to multiply quotations from 
S. Augustine, as will appear from a glance at the 
copious index attached to the Benedictine edition of 
his works. But his relation to the doctrine of the 
Procession and to the /%/ogue controversy has 
been made sufficiently clear. It is simply im- 
possible either to reject as interpolated %, or to set 


1 ¢. Maximin, 1. c. 14. (Migne XLII. 770). 

* “Haec scio: distinguere autem inter illam generationem et hanc 
processionem nescio, non valeo, non sufficio...sicut propheta de 
Filio.,.ita de Spiritu Sancto verissime dicitur, ‘processionem ejus 
quis enarrabit.’” 

As Dr Neale has attempted to do: H.£. Ch. Introd. ii. pp. 
1125—8. His suspicions do not seem to have been based on an 
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aside as ambiguous, the long passages in the De 
Trintitate and the TZractatus in S. Foannem which 
affirm the Western view of the Procession, Whether 
their author would have approved the insertion of 
the F7/zogue in a Catholic Creed is another question. 
To the idea which it expresses he would probably 
have applied the opening words of the De 7rznztate, 
“Quisquis haec legit ubi pariter certus est pergat 
mecum : ubi pariter haesitat, quaerat mecum,” Ulti- 
mately S. Augustine himself entertained no doubt 
upon the subject: but he never asserts his view in 
the spirit of a controversialist. If he lays stress 
upon the procession of the Holy Ghost from both 
the Father and the Son, if he enforces this opinion 
with a plainness and explicitness of language hitherto 
without a precedent, his purpose is neither to en- 
courage speculation nor to provoke discussion, but 
rather to add completeness and stability to the Cath- 
olic Doctrine of the Holy Trinity. He is conscious 


examination of the MSS. Photius expressed similarly vague mis- 
givings, Mystagog. 71 (Migne CII. 352), eimev Av-yovotivos kal ‘Iepayupos 
[in his version of Didymus de SP. S.?] 76 Tivebpa ek rot Yiod éxmopev- 
ecOat. Kal rodev ears AaBeiv 7 Sovtvar mictw TogovTOV xXpovov OTL py 
avrav Kekakovpynra Ta ovvtdypatra; In the case of Augustine, the 
frequency and length of the passages seem to preclude the thought 
of falsification. Moreover, the text of S. Augustine’s dogmatic works 
must have been to a great extent protected against Western interpola- 
tions by the process of translation into Greek, which had begun within 
the life-time of Possidonius, Augustine’s biographer and friend (v7¢. 
Aug. c. xi.). Card. Mai has printed (Patr. nov. b20/. 1. 428) specimens 
of a Greek version of the De 7rinitate made in the 14th century by 
Maximus Planudes, a strong opponent of the Latin doctrine, but an 
exact and faithful translator (cf. Cave, fist. Zt. App. p. 38). The 
following extracts will show that Planudes at least had no suspicions 
as to the purity of the Latin text. De Trin. 1v. 29 (cf. supr. p. 125), 
ov pévror Suvdueba éyew Ste 7d Hvebpa 70 “Aytoy ovxi Kal ek Tov Yiov 
exmopeverat. 2b, xv. 47 [= Tract in S. Foann. xcix. § 9: cf. supr. p. 127] 
ro 68 Iv. rd "A. ovkovv ex rod Iarpos mpdevow eis Tov Yiov kak Tov Yiov 
mpdecow emi Td dyrdtew, THY KTigw GARG Opod e& Exar€pov mpoctow. 


O-—=2 
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of no conflict of opinion within the Church: his 
quarrel is only with Arian and the Macedonian : 

the Filiogue is part of his answer to those who 
‘denied the Deity of the Son and of the Holy 
_ Ghost. 

Two Christian poets of the age may have helped 
to familiarize the mind of the Latin Church with 
the language which theologians, like S. Augustine, 
were beginning to employ in reference to the pro- 
cession of the Holy Ghost. S. Paulinus of Nola, 
who was the friend as well as the contemporary of 
the Bishop of Hippo (353—431), speaks at one 
time of a procession from the Father :— 


ce st. se at 
* % % % 


“Filius ex Patre natus 
Spiritus ex: Patre procedens =. aan mene 


at another, of a procession from Both; as where 
he says that Our Lord, being exalted to the Right 
Hand of Gop, 


* * * “inde suis caelestia dona profudit, 


Spiritum ab Unigena Sanctum et Patre pro- 
cedentem.’’? 


S. Prudentius, a Spaniard by birth, who died while 
Augustine was still engaged upon his De Trinztate 
(cire. 410), thus ends the fifth Hymn of his Lzder 
Cathemerinon :— 


“Lumen! quod famulans offero suscipe, 
Tinctum pacifici chrismatis unguine, 
Per Christum Genitum, Summe Pater, tuum 
In quo visibilis stat tibi gloria: 


1 poem. XIX. 138—9 (Migne LXI. 321). 
? poem, XXVII. 92—3 (Migne 650). 
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Qui noster dominus, qui tuus unicus 
Spirat de Patris corde Paraclitum!.” 


The next hymn begins :— 


“O Trinitatis hujus Vis una, Lumen unum, 
Deus ex Deo perennis, Deus ex utroque missus?,” 


It is easy to see how much the poetical use of 
such words as these would smooth the way to the 
recitation of the /7dzogue in the Catholic Creed. 
But we must turn once more to the East, before 
our attention is directed to this final stage in the 
history of the Western belief. 


1 Cathem. V. 155 sq. (Migne LIX 830). 

2 Cathem. VI. 5—8 (Migne, 831). Cf. Daniel, thes. hymnol, 1. 134: 
“locus memoratu dignissimus quo demonstratur jam illo tempore hanc 
loquendi formulam, ‘ Christus spirat Spiritum Sanctum’, orthodoxis 
hominibus fuisse usitatam. Verbum spirare est verbum apud poetas 
quoque solemne de actione Patris et Filii, qua ab utroque procedit 
Spiritus S,; unde saepissime spiramen dicitur.” 
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CHAPTER VI. 


“ SAECULUM NESTORIANUM.” 
"Réaréotethev 6 Ocds Td Lvedpa tod Yiod adrov. S. Paul, Galat. Iv. 6. 


Dr Dorner has pointed out that two distinct and 
in some respects opposite schools of Christian 
thought developed themselves at an early period 
in the Churches of Eastern and Western Syriat. 
The Mesopotamian or Assyrian Church was dis- 
tinguished by its ascetic piety, and by a tendency 
to mysticism which was combined with a firm ad- 
herence to the traditional Faith. .In the fourth 
century this school is represented by Aphraates, 
and S. Ephraem of Edessa; in the fifth, by S. James 
of Sarug, S. Isaac of Seleucia, S. Maruthas of 
Tagrit. Among these East-Syrian divines the doc- 
trine of the Procession appears to have been worked 
out in the same manner as by the Catholics of the 
West. In S. Ephraem’s writings we meet the old 
illustration of the sun, its light and’ its heat?. The 
Generation and the Procession are both, he teaches, 
from the Essence of God; both are alike eternal: 
IIvetpa “Aywv €x THS ovolas avTovd ouvécTyceEr’ ov 
mpo Tov Adyou 70 IIvedua rporyayev...I[vevparos yap 
1 Dorner, Doctr. of the Person of Christ, 1. i. 25. sq. 
* Hymn 73. (Assemani, 0267. ordentad. 1. 114.) 
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kat Adyov eis 6 ypédvos. &v hoy Kal ymets Td wvEdpWa 
Tpodyonev. ovre ody 6 Llatip xpeudsdns ypdvov yéyove 
Tpoayayew tov Adyov' ovS &v ypdve VOTEpOV TOU 
Adyov 76 “Aytov Iveta tporyaye, didtep Kat ovvai- 
dios 9 Oedtys earl THs ayias Tpiddost. Aphraates 
preaches that the Holy Spirit belongs to the Son: 
“if we make light of His Pledge, He will with- 
draw It from us and take back to Himself That 
which is His own?” S, James of Sarug writes to 
Samuel, Abbat of Gabala, “There is one Holy 
Father, one Holy Son, one Holy Ghost; the Father 
ingenerate, the Son begotten, the Spirit proceeding 
from the Father and receiving from the Son” 
(Wis oo amia row odin on twat)’, Lastly, 
in the year 410 the Council of Seleucia, of which 
S. Isaac and S. Maruthas were joint presidents, 
seems to have made use in a Synodical &kOeous of 
language which almost anticipates ‘the Filiogue: “we 
confess the Living and Holy Spirit, the Living 
Paraclete, Who is from the Father and the Son” 
(risa row 3).! 


» S. Ephr. Syr. Gr. I. p. 127. On Gen. i. 2, S. Ephraem com- 
ments “That is, the Holy Spirit of God the Father, from Whom 
He proceeds timelessly, and with Whom and with His only begotten 
Son He is equal in essence and power” (Assemani 676/. orient. I. 65). 

? From the Armeno-latin in Galland. 6267. fatr.v. p. xlviii (ascribed 
there to S. James of Nisibis). Cf. Wright, Syriac Homilies of Aphra- 
ates, p. 119. 

3 Assemani 4. 0., I. 302. Ass. annotates, “Quae communis est 
secundum Evangelii verba Orientalium theologia ;” quoting (e. g.) the 
liturgies of Xystus and Ignatius. 

4 Assemani, 26. 194. Mansi, 111. 1166. Renaudot, 11.272. Cf. Van 
der Moeren, p. 133, note. Bickell (Conspect. ret Syr. liter. p. 22), 
“S. Maruthas...una cum Isaac archiepiscopo Seleuciae canonis con- 
didit in Synodo a. 410 ibidem coacta. Quos canones...nuper Lamy 
syriace e codice saec. VIII. edidit: eos genuinos esse testatur Simon 
Betharsamensis, nec refelli debet propter mentionem processionis 
-S. Spiritus a Patre Filioque, quia probari potest antiguam Syrorum 
ecclesiam orthodoxam de hac quaestione sententiam tenuisse.” In sup- 
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In Western Syria theology took a different course. 
After the Council of Nicaea the Church of Antioch 
was invaded by a succession of Arian prelates: the 
great majority of its presbyters became infected with 
heresy, and the Catholics of the West Syrian metro- 
polis were reduced to the numbers of an insignificant 
sect. The minority was led by two faithful laymen, 
Flavian and Diodore, of whom the former afterwards 
became Bishop of Antioch, the latter was promoted 
to the see of Tarsus!. Diodore in particular signal- 
ized himself by extraordinary devotion to the Catho- 
lic cause when it was at its lowest ebb in Antioch”. 
He has acquired a more lasting reputation as an 
expositor.of Holy Scripture. Of his own exege- 
tical writings fragments only are extant?: but his 
system of hermeneutics has survived in the pages of 
his greater disciples, S. John the Golden-mouthed 
and Theodore the Interpreter. 

About the year 370, in the heat of the Arian 
controversy, the younger Apollinaris, Bishop of the 
Syrian Laodicea, was tempted to deny the existence 
in Christ of a human intellect‘. To hold that Our 
Lord possessed the rational soul of a man was in his 
judgement the same thing as to distinguish two Per- 
sons in the Incarnate Word, the Son of Mary and 


port of this statement Bickell quotes ziter alva the Acts of Sarbelius: 
(Cureton, Ancient Syriac documents, p. 43>. 

1 Neale, Antioch, p. 137. 

* Theodoret. 1. Z. Iv. 22 (Migne LXxx1l. 1184). 

* Migne P. Gr. XXXIII. 1546—1628. Cramer’s Catenae, passim. 
Diodore was raised to the Episcopate in 378, and died in or about 392. 
Amongst his works was one on the Holy Spirit, of which nothing is 
left: but Photius had read it, and seems to have been dissatisfied with 
its teaching: B22. Cod. C11. AvoSdpov Tapood ep Tov ‘Aytov IIvedparos . 
Sudopa éyxetpypara. 

* Cf. Dr Newman’s Essay, The Heresy of Apollinaris (Theol. 
Tracts, pp. 257—281). 


ats protest against Afollinaris : 39 


the Son of Gop!. It was to introduce a fourth Per- 
son into the GopHEap—to place a human being 
before the Holy Ghost. Apollinaris is further’ 
charged by S. Gregory of Nazianzus with having 
represented the Spirit as inferior to the Logos, and 
thus denying what in words he affirmed, the proper 
Deity of the Holy Ghost®. This charge does not 
seem to be supported ; and it may be that S. Gregory 
was misled by Apollinaris’s strong way of affirming 
the dependence of the Third Person upon the Second. 
The following paraphrase of S. John xvi. 15 will 
shew how decidedly he held the procession from the 
Son: eis €unv €otar dd€av y Tod Ivetpatos evepyea 

\ , y nN Rosh nee las A OA ; 3 
Kal Sidackadia, OTL Kal Tap euov opyarau’ TO € ‘zap 
> a? Z ~ ‘\ ba \ , rs > \ ? 3 
enod éywv Sno Kai 70 “rapa Tlatpos’* eua ydp éore 
ta Uarp@a. The words “He shall receive of mine 
&c.” (Apollinaris adds) cannot refer to an accession 
of knowledge derived from the Son for the fulfilment 
of the temporal mission ; they must be understood of 
an essential procession: dvtt Tod héyew orov Trap’ 
éautov To Ilvedpa oppacbar eipynxe T0 “€x TOD Euov 
Ajberau %. 

The historico-grammatical expository school of 
Antioch at once took up a position of strong anta- 
gonism to the teaching of Apollinaris. While fully 
acknowledging the proper Deity of the Son, it de- 
sired to give equal prominence to the Sacred 

1 Athan. c. Apollin. 1. 21. dpeis ovxoparrobyres héyere pas dvo 
Réyew Yiods, kal dvOpwrodarpas pas dvopdcere. 

2 Ep. ci. (ad Cledon.) Migne XXXVIL. 191. "AmoAwaptos pev TO THs 
Oedrntos Svopa 7 ‘Avi Lvevpare Sods tiv Stvapw tis Oedrntos ov 
epirake. To pev yap ék peyddou Kal peifovos kal peyiorov oumoray Ty 
Tpidda domep €& adyis Kai dxrivos kat nXiov Tov Ilvevparos kat rod Yiov 
kat Tod Iarpés—éomep aahas év trois ékeivov yéypamrat oyous—xripak 
éott bedtytos odk eis odpavov Gyovca GAN e& odpavod Katayouca, Theo- 


doret repeats the accusation (Aaeret. fab. IV: 8). 
3 Corderii Catena, p. 396. Cf. Mai Spicil. Rom. X. 148. 
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Humanity. The historical Christ of the Gospels and 
of the ancient Creeds was as perfectly Man as He 
was perfectly Gop; the Apollinarian theory was a 
denial of the reality of this Christ of history. In 
their recoil from one error the Antiochenes unhappily 
fell into another, or at least approached dangerously 
near to such a fall. Both Diodoret and Theodore 
allowed themselves to use language which antici- 
pated the heresy of Nestorius*. Theodore seems to 
have regarded the Incarnation as a union—effected 
indeed at the moment of the Conception—between 
the Virgin’s Child and the Eternal Word*. The 
Man thus assumed by the Divine Logos was filled 
in a manner altogether unique by the Grace of the 
Holy Ghost: 9&0) yowr Kat 7As Tov Ivevparos 
EVOLKHTEWS TPOTOS Tapa Tors Nourods avOpdmovs Kat 
HELWOn Ta’TNS OVX Ofo0lws Tots NovTots. OUTOS MEV yap 
ohnv THY xdpw Tov IIvedparos ev EavT@ ed€EaTo" Er€épors 
dé pepiKny Tapetyey Tov mavTos IIvevpatos THY jmeTOV- 
oiav*, Of this indwelling of the Spirit in the Sacred 
Manhood and the consequent participation of the 
baptized in the Gift, Theodore’s writings are full: of 
any relation of the Spirit to the Eternal Word, he 
has little or nothing to say. Perhaps the latter was 

1 In a fragment of his treatise xara tév Svvovctactdy we read, 
xapite vids o ek Mapias dvOparos dice S€ 6 Oeds Adyos...kal mept Tav 
kara iow yevynocav oTav 7 Aoyos py Tis Mapias vids 6 Geds Adyos 
vromreverbw...dvo yevvyoets 6 Oeds Adyos ovx Umeueve, THY pev mpd 
aidvay, thy Sé év darépois xypovors. (Migne XXXIII. 1560—1.) 

* Cf. Anastas. Sinait. ag. Fabric. VII. 352. ravrys dé rijs 
diaipeoews apxnyot yeyovact Oeddwpos oO *Avtioxeias kai Awdwpos 6 
Tapood. 

3 Migne LXVI. 980. yvwro pev yap €& dpyis TO Ged 6 AnHOeis xara 
mpoyvaci, ev avty tH SiamAdoes THs pyTpus Thy KaTapxny Tis évdcews 
deEduevos. In this way Theodore escaped from the charge of actually 
dividing the One Person: 20. 981, ovxérs eict Sdo mpoowma GAN év...dTav 
emt thy ovvadevay aTidopev év mpdcwroy Tore paper. 


* Migne, 980. See Church Quarterly Review, 1. p. 129, Se 
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thrown into the shade by the prominence which he 
gave to the nearer and less mystical truth: perhaps 
the strong assertion of the a /iko by Apollinaris 
may have led Theodore to regard it with suspicion 
and dislike: perhaps he deemed it dishonouring to 
the Blessed Spirit that He should be thought to 
owe His origin to any but to the Father only. 
Whatever may have been the cause, it is certain that 
whilst asserting in the clearest terms the essential 
and eternal procession of the Holy Spirit from the 
Father, the Bishop of Mopsuestia is silent as to His 
derivation from or through the Son, or expresses a 
view antagonistic to that which S. Augustine was 
working out in the West. The following e.g. is his 
exposition of S. John xv. 26: émyaprupet ro Tvedpa 
trots heyopévois 6 €€ avTHs TOV Ilatpos THs ovoias 
Exel THY UTaptw. el yap py Pvoicny éexeiMev apdodov 
» \ nes , es \ G59 nb eg 

eEdeye Sud Tov “ exrropeverar, adda THY aTooTohny eEwOev 
yevopwerny, amopov Tept Tivos héyer’ TOANGY OVTWY KOWaS 
Tov Kata SiaKoviay amooTeh\opevav TVEYPLATwY...evTAd- 
Oa dé idixdv Ti dyot, Kal ws av exetvo yropioat tkavov 
6 povoy €k Tov Ilatpos éxropeverart. The comment 
on chap. xvi. 11, 12, is unfortunately lost?; but on 
c. xx. 22, Theodore opposes the idea that the Holy 
Spirit was given by our Lord’s insufflation ; “receive 
ye the Holy Ghost” meant only ‘ye shall receive Him 
after My ascension®.’ On Rom, viii. 11, he remarks, 

1 Corderii Catena, p. 388. Cramer, 11. 359 (Migne LXVI. 780). 

2S. Chrysostom, Theodore’s fellow-disciple, explains the é« rov 
euod Ajpyerac to mean, e& dy éeyad oida, €x TIS ens yvooews* cuv@da 
Tots €“ots pyyaow (Corderii Catex. pp. 394—5). 

3 This fragment is extant only ina Latin version: Migne LxvI. 783. 
“hoc quod dictum est ‘accipite’ pro ‘accipietis’ dicit. Si enim cum 
insufflasset Spiritum dedisset discipulis quod valde quidam stulte 
existimaverunt superfluum erat dicere postea his...expectare promis- 


sionem Spiritus,” &c, Contrast with this the comment of the Alexan- 
drian Ammonius (Corder. Ca/ez. p. 461): 80 dv éudvojoas axe TO 
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Tpocuray TIvevpa eas TaN gyor « To Ivevpa Tov 
éyetpavTos Xpuordv’ s-Eravayayev aro TOU XpiaTov emt 
TOV Ure p oy ovdéev Erepov GAN 7 capas diddoKov OTL 
Tod Tiod Kat To IIvetua ovK adddOTpiov THs TlarpiKys 
Oedtntos!. The &Oeois which bears the name of 
Theodore and‘is probably a genuine work, contains 
an explicit denial of the essential derivation through 
the Son: xat [muorevoper] eis 7d Ivedpa, S€ 70 “Ayvov 
eK 7s @cou TUyXaPoy ovotas, oux Tidv, Ocdv dé ovta TH 
ovoid, os exeivns év ras. ovaias howep €oTW Oo @cds 
kat Ilarnp, & oUmEep KaT ovoiay €oTW... Kat oure Tiov 
vopiCopev ouTe Ora Tiov TH vTap Evv eihndds” . 
The Bishop of Mopsuestia had scarcely passed 
away when both his Christology and his doctrine of 
the Procession were called into question®. Theodore 
died in the year 428—9; and on Nov. 22, 429 4, 
a sermon preached at Constantinople by one of 
the Antiochene clergy who had followed Nestorius 
to the capital fired the train unconsciously laid by 
the Syrian theologians. It is not within the scope 
of this essay to enter upon the history of the 
. Nestorian controversy as it related to the Person 
of Christ; and it does not appear that Nestorius 
expressed himself distinctly upon the Procession of 
Hvedpa. eerEev bri opoovorov avtovd att, Kal ovK dAdOrpLov Kat OC avrov 
m potov ex Ilarpés. 
_ 1} Migne, 821. Cramer gives (IV. 129) éru ék rod Yiov kal 76 Hvedpa. 
The preposition was removed by Fritzsche, as indeed the context im- 
pay required. Van der Moeren, following Cardinal Mai, retains 


éx, and on the strength of it cites Theodore as a supporter of oe 
Filtogue. (p. 115.) 

* Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole, pp. 203—4. On its genuineness, 
see Fritzsche, de Theod. vita et scriptis p. 119 sg.: on the theolo- 
gical aspect of the o¥re 8? Yio’, cf. Neander, C. H. Iv. 89. 

* Toe Water de Theod. Antioch. p. 6. “vix anno 429 ultimis in 


terra fatis functus erat; ecce, plures prodierunt haeresis notam ei 
inurere studentes.” 


* Neale, Alexandria, 1. p. 235. 
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the Holy Ghost. But circumstances brought this 
collateral point into view at an early period in the 
dispute, which was in fact a battle all along the line 
between the rival schools of Antiochene and Alex- 
andrian theology. 

Nestorius, preaching at Constantinople during 
the winter of 428-9, had described in language novel 
and strange to the ears of Catholics, the office which 
Gop the Holy Ghost sustained toward the Humanity 
of our Lord. The Spirit, he said, had given to the 
Sacred Manhood the glory which distinguished it: the 
Spirit had formed the Flesh of Christ in the Virgin’s 
womb ; had endowed Him with the power of work- 
ing miracles; had made His Body the Temple of 
God; had exalted it to Heaven (7v Tod dvalndbé- 
Tos 70 Ivedpa KatehOov ovvexpotrnoe Sd€av...7d THY 
avOpwndtyTa avTov Siam\doapy...Td Saipoor PoBepov 
epyacdpevov. ..70 THY avTOD GdpKa TeETOLnMEevoV Vad 
...70 THY avadnWw avtT@a yapirdmevov'), This teach- 
ing at once attracted the notice of the West, where 
in the summer of 430 it was examined at length 
by John Cassian, in his treatise on the Incarnation 4, 
written at the request of Leo, then Archdeacon 
of Rome. S. Cyril of Alexandria, to whom the 
Roman Patriarch committed the more responsible 
office of grappling with the heresiarch himself, at- 
tacked the new doctrine in a synodical letter which he 
addressed to Nestorius in the name of the Egyptian 
Church. The Holy Spirit, he argues, is not alien in 
essence from the Incarnate Son: Ilvetpa yap adn- 
Oeias dvopacrat, Kat €oTe Xpioros y adyGeva* Kal mpo- 

1S, Cyrill. Alex. c. Westor. Iv. (Migne LXXvI. 170—181). Cf. 
Sermones Nestorii ap. Mar. Mercat. (Migne P, LZ. XLVIII. 767 sq.). 


2 Cassian. de [ncarn. VII. 17—23. Migne ?. Z. L. 235 sq. Cf. 
Neale, Alexandria, pp. 249 sq. 
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Xeira. Tap avrov Kabdmep ducda Kai €x Tov Ocod Kat 
Ilatpds?, This strongly Alexandrian statement is 
clenched by the following ‘anathematism’, which 
Nestorius is required to subscribe: Ei tus dyot tov 
eva Kupiv “Inoovv Xpiorov do€dlecfar rapa Tov 
IIvedparos, és add\otpia Suvdwer TH idia avTov \po- 
pevov, Kal rap avtov haBdvta 70 evepyew dvvacOan 
Kara Tvevpdtov akabdprwv Kat 70 mynpovr eis avOpa- 
mous Tas Heoonpetas’ Kal ovyi dy pahdov (Ovov avTov 
TO Ilvedpud dyor ov ov Kal evypynoe Tas Ocoonpetas, 
avdbepa ero. 

The Alexandrian manifesto reached Constanti- 
nople in December, 430; before it arrived the Em- 
peror had issued orders for the assembling of an 
CEcumenical Synod at Ephesus the following Whit- 
suntide*, Meanwhile the literature of the subject 
continued to accumulate, and the 9th anathema in 
particular provoked considerable comment*. Nes- 
torius contented himself with a counter-anathema 
against any who should pronounce the Spirit to 
be consubstantial with the “form of a servant +4.” 
But from two of his brother-Orientals to whom 
he applied for help through John of Antioch, there 
came a more definite reply to Cyril’s challenge. 
Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrrhus in the patriarchate 
of Antioch®, whose theological opinions had been 


1S. Cyrilli ZZ. xvi. (Migne LXXvil. 117 sq.) The map advrod 
refers to an essential derivation, for it is added, ’Emewd) ths rod Harpos 
duvduews kal codias, rovréote rod Yiod Ivedpa éoriy, adtoxpnud éore 
copia kat Svvapus. 

2 Neale, Alexandria, p. 254. 

= Mar. Mercat. WVestor. Capit. Xu. (Migne P. LZ. XLVIII. 918). 

4 By. the Antiochenes the Cafztula were regarded as sheer 
Apollinarianism: cf. Theodoret. Ep. CXII. yéypapey “l@dvyns...’Amo~ 
Awapiov didackaXlay Ta Kepadaa TadTa Kadécas. 

5 See Dr Newman’s account of Theodoret, Historical Sketches, 111. 
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formed by Theodore of Mopsuestia, fastened at 
once upon the statement that the Spirit is (8.ov 
tot Tiov, and was led into a direct denial of this 
teaching so far as it involved the idea of derivation 
from the Son: iSvoy 8€ 7d IIvedpa rod Tiod ei pev ds 
opopves Kal ex Ilatpds éxopevdpevov edn, ovV@po)o- 
yioome Kat ws edoeBn SeESucba TH dovnv ci Sé cs 
€€ Tiod 7» 8v Yiod rHp vTap Exov, ds BraAo- 
@nmov tovT0 Kai ws SvaceBes droppiboper. 
TuoTEvopeEv yap TH Kupio héyovtt, ‘76 Tvedpa 6 éx Tob 
Ilarpos €xropeverau” Kal 76 Oaordtw S€¢ Tato dpotws 
dadckovrt, ‘nets S€ od TO TVEDLA TOD KOo MOV éhaBopev 
Ghia 70 Ivedua 76 €k Tod Beov.’ In his reply to 
Theodoret S. Cyril is evidently unwilling to be 
drawn off from his main topic to this collateral 
point; but he clearly implies that there is a sense 
in which the Spirit may be said to be é€ Tiod 
without blasphemy or impiety: jv yap kal éorw 
avtov 70 Ivevpa Kabdrep adpéder Kal tov Ilartpds... 
ExTopEeveTaL pev yap ws €k TOV Beov Kai Ilatpos 70 
Ilvedpa TO “Ayiov...ddX ovK addotpiov éott Tod Tiod: 
TdavTa yap exe peta TOU Ilatpdés’ Kal TovTO avTds edl- 
dafey eimav Tept Tov “Ayiov Ivevparos, ‘Idvta doa 
éxen 6 Tarip éud éeorw* Sid rodro arov vu dre 
EK TOU Epov AyWeTat Kal avayyehet Vuivy,’ 

The other Eastern answer to S. Cyril’s capztula 
was the work of Andrew of Samosata, but possessed 
a quasi-synodical character, having received the 
sanction of the Bishops then sitting in council at 
Antioch. Its language is more cautious than that 
of Theodoret’s reply: the miracles of Christ had 
been wrought, the Orientals say, both by His own 


1 yepreh. xi. cap. Anath. 9 (Migne P. G. LXXVI. 432). 
2 7b, (Migne, 433). 
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power and by the energy of the Spirit!: the same 
acts are attributed sometimes to the Father, some- 
times to the Son, sometimes to the Holy Ghost: 
otra yap Kal pds Ts bolas Oelas yptrncOa. mavro. 
YooopEV. GS yap EVOVTLOS Kal EVUTOTTATOS 0 Movoyerys 
2€ airas [v. 2. adrod | drabds éyerv}Oy, Kat 70 Tvevpa 
Se cal adtd é& adrns [v. 2 avrov] éxropevopevov ev 
iSia vroordce Tuyxdve. Cyril again refuses to enter 
upon the question of derivation, simply adhering to 
his original point: od«ovv odx ws adddotpia Suvdpe TH 
Sid lvedparos evnpynobat dayev Tov “Eypavounh: 
dmoxexphabar S€ paddov adrH Oexads kal idlay Exew THY 
Tov Opoovatov Ivevparos Svvapw?. 

The CEcumenical Council met June 22, 431. 
The third letter of S. Cyril to Nestorius, which 
contains the anathemas, was read and tacitly ap- 
proved, no remark being elicited by the statement 
as to the Holy Ghost. This is the more noticeable, 
because the capztula were accompanied by an explan- 
ation (emtdvows) in which the language of the oth 
anathema is considerably strengthened. The Word 
(S. Cyril now affirms) is all that the Father is, 
excepting the being Father (rdvra imdpywv ooa Kat 
6 Ilarjp Sdtya povoy tod eivat Ilaryp). Hence His 
relation to the Holy Spirit is the same as that which 
the Father bears to the Third Person: tSvov éyav 76 
e€ avTov Kai ovowdas EumepuKos avT@ Ivedpa “Ayuoy 
eipydleto Tas Suvdpes’ wore idia Suvdpe TH Sid Tod 
IIvevaros emypov Ta Oadpara®. 

But if the Council suffered this direct statement 


' Migne, 356: GAN’ jets tov Kupiov judy “Incody Xpuotov kal rH 
oixeia Ouvduer kal tH Tod Tvevparos evepyeia emireAeoat ta onpeia 
Opodoyouper. 

2 Migne, 360, 

* explic., X11. cap, Anath. 9. (Migne LXXYVI. 307.) 
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of the Fzlogue to pass without censure, it seems to 
have been equally unprepared to condemn the oppo- 
site view by any direct judgment of the Church. 
The opportunity for doing so presented itself, and 
was allowed to slip by. It so happened that in 
the sixth Session of the Council Nestorius was 
accused by Charisius, a Philadelphian Priest, of 
having employed agents to circulate his opinions in 
Lydia. These persons had offered to certain il- 
literate Quartodecimans who wished to return to the 
Catholic Church an exposition or rather a negation 
of the Faith (ziarews éxOecis paddov Sé amotias)}, 
which they required the latter to subscribe. The 
€xOeous was that which has been already noticed as 
the work of Theodore of Mopsuestia. In asking for 
a synodical condemnation of this document, Charisius 
seems to have proved his own orthodoxy by reciting 
a Creed which is now supposed to have been 
the symbol of the Philadelphian Church*2 We 
have already quoted the words in which the Theo- 
dorean Creed sets forth the doctrine of the Holy 
Ghost: the Creed of Charisius does not touch upon 
the Procession, but professes faith eis ro Tvevua ris 
ad\nbetas 76 TapadKdyTov, opoovoroy Harpi cai Tid. 
The Council replied to this communication by a 
double decree. (1) It forbade any member of the 
Church, priest or layman, to hold or teach the 
Nestorian doctrine of the Incarnation which was ex- 
pressed in the Creed of Theodore (ra €v 7H mpocko- 
puabeion exOéoer... tept THs EevavOpwmyjcews Tod 


1 Mansi 4 p. 1347. In the Acts of the Council it is styled “H &Oeous 
Tov mapamAacbevros oupBorov. 

2 See Dr Hort’s Dissertations, p. 135. Dr H. points out that “in 
two respects the article on the Holy Spirit is unique : it omits dy:ov and 


inserts opnoovatoy.” 
S. 10 
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Movoyevods Tiod Tod Ocod, yoy Ta papa Kat derTpap.- 
pea, Neoropiov Sdypara, d Kat vroréraxtat). (2) It 
prohibited for the future the composition or use of 
any Creed differing from that of the Nicene Fathers 
(érépav wiotw pnderi evar mpoopepew nyouv ovy- 
ypadew 4 ovtievar Tapa THY opioOetoay Tapa TOV 
aylov Tatépwv Tav ev TH Nixacwv cuvebovtav cov 
‘Ayl@ Tvedpar)'. Both decisions have an indirect 
but important bearing on the history of the /7lzogue 
controversy. The first, by condemning only those 
portions of the Theodorean Creed which related 
to the doctrine of the Incarnation’, practically post- 
poned the Procession-question, leaving the door 
open for the interminable disputes of later times®. 
The second, by seeming to restrict the Church to 
the Creed of Nicaea, furnished Eastern contro- 
versialists of generations to come with one of their 
strongest arguments against the Latin apooOjxn*. 
The added Filiogue, it was urged, had changed the 
character of the ancient Creed: the Latin Symbol 
was virtually “another Faith”: it fell under the 
ban of the Ephesian decree. Thus the Council of 


1 Mansi 4 p. 1362—3. This Canon was re-enacted at Chalcedon 
and at the second and third Councils of Constantinople. 

2 Natal. Alex. Diss. xvul. “ Respondeo, Synodi Ephesinae patres 
non omnes Nestorii errores examinasse aut damnasse, sed eos tantum 
quos in mysterium Incarnationis evomuerat....Verba porro symboli 
quod a Charisio presbytero lectum est sensum Catholicum patiebantur, 
sc., Spiritum S. non fuisse factum nec creatum a Deo per Filium.” 

3 It is difficult to repress speculation as to the course which 
the history and theology of the Church might have taken had the 
Ephesian Fathers judged this question ripe for a solution. Possibly 
the ex solo Patre of the East might in that case have been con- 
fined to the Nestorian Communion ; whilst Catholics of East and 
West might have agreed to expound the Procession-clause of the 
Creed on the basis of S. -Cyril’s view, or. by the insertion of words 
drawn, like the original clause, from the Gospel of S. John—‘ 10 ék rod 
Yiod AapBdvor.’ 

* Cf. Le Quien, déssert. Damasc. 1. 34 (Migne P, G, XcIV, 230). 
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Ephesus, whilst it adjourned the battle of the 77vo- 
gue to a later age, unconsciously prepared a weapon 
for the use of the future combatants. 

After the Third Council the Antiochian view 
of the Procession fell into the shade, partly because 
it failed to attract any particular notice from the 
Opposite party, partly in consequence of the absorb- 
ing interest which belonged to the Christological 
controversies of the fifth century. But the later 
works of Theodoret shew that his judgment in 
this particular underwent no real change; if he 
‘does not continue to meet S. Cyril’s doctrine with 
a flat denial, he still lays exclusive emphasis on the 
procession from the Father. Thus in the Compen- 
dium haereticarum fabularum, written in the year 
453, he sums up the doctrine of the Holy Ghost as 
follows: 70 IIvedpa 76 “Aytov éx Tov @cod kai Ilatpos 
exew THY vraptw pepabryxanev’ [S. John xvi. 7, xv. 26 
are here cited] 7@ 5€ eiwety ‘éx tov Tarpos éxmopeve- 
Tau ede€e THYHY OVTA TOU IlvevpaTos Tov Ilarépa. 
Kal ovK elev ‘exmopevceran adda ‘exmopeverat, SeuKvds 
Kal THS PUTEwWS THY TAVTOTHTA Kal THS OVTLas TO ATPNTOV 

TO yap €exTopevdpmevov axdpictov e€ ov exrropeve- 
tau. A believer in the /zdiogue might have written 
thus, but he could scarcely have stopped at the point 
where Theodoret stops. The latter has exhausted 
his doctrine of the relation of the Spirit to the Son 
when he has mentioned the two points of conszd- 
stantiality and mission. To mavdyvov Tvedpa (he 
writes again, on Rom. viii. 9) Kat @cov zpooyydpev- 
cev [6 amdatonos| Kat Xpiotod" ovK Ered) Kata Tovs 
Sucwvdpous aiperixovs Ex TOD Oeod Sid Tod Tiod de- 
Syprovpynrar’, add’ ered) opoodaiy errr Tarpos 

1 Haer. fab, V. 3 (Migne LXXXIII. 454). 


2 One chief cause of the inveterate opposition which Theodorct 
LOS 
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kal Tiov, Kat éx Tlarpos pev éxrropedverar Kata THY TOV 
evayyediov SiSacKadiar’ y &€ TovTov xdpis Tots agious 
Sud tod Xpicrov yopyyetrat’. There is no room in 
this Pneumatology for an eternal procession either 
from or through the Son”. 

Theodoret’s antagonist, S. Cyril, was taken to 
his rest A.D. 444, after an episcopate of more than 
30 years. During this long official life his lite- 
rary industry was equal to his energy in action, as 
the long list of his extant commentaries, letters, 
and dogmatic treatises attests. These remains 
afford ample opportunities of studying his view of 
the Procession. S. Cyril starts from the stand-point 
of his great predecessor, S. Athanasius, of whose 


and his school manifested to the Western view of the Procession 
comes into sight here. It was confounded with the Macedonian doc- 
trine of the Holy Spirit’s creation by the Son. Cf. Neander, Ch. 1. 
Iv. 89, “On the part of the Oriental Church it was not the Western 
Church doctrine, but the doctrine of the creation of the Spirit which 
constituted the matter of dispute.” See Le Quien, dss. Damase. I. 3. 
But this was scarcely all; cf. Baur, Drezecnigkezt 11. p. 165: “Es ist aus 
diesem Gegensatz deutlich zu ersehen, dass man, wie man auf der einen 
Seite das Interesse hatte, um dem Sohn nichts zu entziehen und ihn 
in seiner Einheit mit dem Vater aufzufassen, den Geist in der engsten 
Beziehung zum Sohn zu betrachten, so auf der andern Seite um dem 
absoluten Wesen des Vaters nichts zu vergeben, den Geist aus- 
schliesslich dem Vater vindiciren zu miissen glaubte, wenigstens sofern 
er das Princip seines Daseyns nur im Vater haben sollte.” 

1 Migne LXXXII. 132. 

* Among the spurious works attributed to S. Justin is an %eous 
tis opOjs opuodoyias which appears to be due to a Nestorian writer 
of the fifth century. In this treatise we notice the same tendency to 
lay stress upon the procession from the Father: éx ris oixelas ovclas 
6 Tlarnp tov Yiov dreyévnoer, ex S€ Tis adths Td Tvedpa mponyayey.... 
domep 6 Yios ek rod Marpos, obtw Kal ro Tvedpa" mufy ye 07 TO Tpore 
tis Umdpews Stoic. 6 pev yap pas ex ards eEeaue’ Td S€ has 
pev ek hords kal adro* od py yenmrds ad extopevtas mpondOer. 
That the Holy Spirit is called ‘Spirit of Christ, ‘Spirit of the Son,’ is 
owing to the cvvddeva (Migne VI. 1209 sq.). On the date of this &kdeaus 
see Neale, 7. E. Ch..Intr. ii, p. 1098. 
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writings he was a diligent student), With Cyril as 
with Athanasius, the relation of the Spirit to the 
Son is a direct consequence of the Homoousion; but 
Cyril carries the inference further: 7 pev ydp éote 
cds Kal Ex Ocod 6 Tids...iSvov avrod cai év abr@ Te 
kal €€ avTov 70 IIvedua, kabdmrep dpéder Kat ex” adrov 
voettat TOV @eov Kat Ilarpds*. This passage well 
exhibits the points of S. Cyril’s doctrine, and the 
order in which it was probably developed. (1) He 
saw that if the Son is True God, the Spirit of God 
must be His very own: ov« oOvetov...d\dad Td THs 
ovoias avTov Kal THs Tov Ilarpds avrov idiov Tvedpa?, 
(2) Next, this relation of the Spirit to Christ involves 
an immanence in the Son, and a dependence upon 
the Person of the Son, with which the procession 
from the Father does not interfere. Thus, in the 
commentary on S. Luke xi. 20 we read, “Oo7mep o 
OdKTUNOS ATHPTHTAL THS XELPOS, OVK GANOTPLOs BV adTNS 
GN ev atrtn dvoikas’ ovTw Kal 70 Tvedpa 76 "Ayiov TO 
TS OpoovaeloTynTos éyw ouInTTaAL Tpos EvoTW TO Tia, 
Kap €k TOU Oeod kai Ilatpos exmopevyntar*. (3) Fur- 
ther, from the essential relation of the Son to the 
Father and of the Spirit to Both, it follows that the 
Spirit in proceeding from the Father, goes forth 
(a) through, (4) from, and (c) out of the Son. The 
following are instances of S. Cyril’s teaching on these 
points: (2) damep yap tpdeow ek Tod Tlarpos 76 Mvedpa 
70 “Ayuov avtod Kata iow vmdpxov, Kal Kata TOV Loov 
TovT@ TpdTov Kat Su’ avToU TOU Tiod, dvoikas dv avTod 


1 Neale, Alexandria, p. 226. 

2 In Foel. ii. 28, 29 (Migne LxxI. 378). [In quoting from S. 
Cyril I have made free use of Mr Philip Pusey’s Preface to his English 
translation of S. Cyril on S. John (pp. 1x—xx1)]. 

3 De SS. Trin. dial. vii. (Migne LXXV. 1094)- 

4 In S, Luc. xi, 20 (Migne LXXII. 704). 
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Kat duoovcvov atta}. (4) 70 idvov adtod Kal map’ avTov 
kara dvaw mpoxedpevoy Lvedpua*. (c) 0 dé ye Kipwos 
ny.dv “Incovs Xpuoros && iSiov mAnpdwatos mpovets TO 
Tivedpa, xaba kat adrds 6 Maryp, oby ws €x pérpou disw- 
cw avro tots aio édev®, Again: é€ ado’ Kara 
dvaw vadpxov Kal én THY KTiow Tap avTOU TrEUtTO- 
pevov Tov avaxawicpov éepydferar*. The last passage 
seems specially important as clearly distinguishing 
the essential derivation from the temporal mission, 
and basing the latter upon the former. (4) Lastly, 
 S. Cyril does not hesitate to include the procession 
from the Father, and the ‘going forth out of’ the 
Son, under the common formula “from the Father and 
the Son” or “from Both”: (a) ore roivuy 76 Tvetpa 
70 "Aywov &v piv yerduevov cvppdpdovs pas dzodet- 
Kvbeu Ocov, mpderct Sé Ex Ilatpos Kat Tiov* rpddydov ore 
THs Oétas Extiv ovcias, ovawdas ev avTH dv Kal €€ avTAs 
mpotsv®. (6) etep éott Tov Bcod Kal Iatpds Kal piv 
kal TOV Tiod 70 ovaL@daS €€ audoty jyouv éx Ilatpos 
dv Tiov zpoyedpevov Uvedpa®. From (6) it appears 
that in S. Cyril’s Pneumatology 6¢ Tiot and é& Tiod 
are of identical meaning; and that by both expres- 
sions he intended to convey the idea of an essential 
derivation from the Son, as being One in Essence: 
with the Father from Whom the Holy Ghost proceeds. 


1 Adu. Nestor. WwW. 3 (Migne LXXxvI. 184). Cf. sapr. adros 
SyAovore 7d Lvedyd eorw és 80 adbrijs mpoidy ris droppHrov pvoeas avrod. 

* In S. Joann. i. 33 (Migne LXxIII. 212). 

3 Adu. Nestor. Wv. 1 (Migne LXXVI. 173). 
* Thesaurus, (Migne LXxv. 608)—a passage “likewise extant 
in a Syriac translation in the MS. in the Brit. Mus. Additional 14556, 
assigned by Dr Wright to the 6th or 7th century.” (Mr P. Pusey, 
Preface to Comm. on S. Fohn, p. xii.: see his remarks on the cor- 
a evidence supplied by the Syriac MSS. of S. Cyril, zxfr. 
my xo0) 3 

> Thesaur. (Migne LXXv. 585). 

® De adorat. 1. (Migne LXVIII, 147). 
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We have seen how some sixteen hundred miles 
further to the West S. Augustine had recently 
proclaimed in the Latin tongue the Procession of 
the Holy Ghost from the Father and the Son. 
S. Cyril, following the tradition of his own Church, 
and working under the guidance of the earlier Greek 
theologians, reached substantially the same result; 
and his teaching received at least the tacit consent 
of contemporary Eastern Catholics. In one point 
only the Latin West was now in advance of the 
Greek East. The great North African Bishop had 
used procedere of the Father and the Son, without 
distinction: the great Alexandrian Patriarch had kept 
exmopever Oar, as Scripture keeps it, to express the 
derivation of the Third Person from the First. The 
difference might have seemed to be unimportant, 
lying in the use of words, rather than in the truth of 
things : yet in it there lay the germ of a long and yet 
unfinished strife between the Churches of Eastern 
and Western Christendom}. 


1 Of the dispute as to the Procession between Alexandria and the 
Syrian School we hear nothing more: but it seems possible to trace 
indications of a lasting although unconscious difference upon this 
point in the liturgical forms of the Eastern sects who owe their 
origin to the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies. In the reci- 
tation of the Creed, indeed, all the Oriental sects agree to reject the 
Filiogue. Renaudot (Z. O. I. 198, sq.) states that no interpolated 
MS. copy of any authority, whether ancient or modern, exists amongst 
either Nestorians or Monophysites. The Maronite office-books con- 
tain the Latin addition; but they have confessedly been revised by 
Latin hands: and even in some of the Maronite MS. liturgies, 
written since the submission to Rome, the /7/ogue is missing. In 
Oriental expositions of the Creed the mpoo6jxn is often made the 
ground of an accusation against the “ Franks,” ze. Latin Christians. 

But in the prayers of the Liturgy a distinction is visible. The 
Nestorian Liturgies lay a marked emphasis on the Procession from 
the Father; e.g. Lit. of the Apostles, “the Holy Ghost of Thine 
own glorious Essence [i.e. the Father’s]:” Zé. of Theodore, “the 
Spirit of Truth Who, O Father, is from Thee :” Lt. of Nestorius, 


. PS ae 
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“ Who proceedeth forth from Thee, O Father, and Who is of the hidden 
Essence of Thy Godhead.” (Syriac Liturgies, transl. by Dr Badger 
for East. Ch. Assoc., Rivingtons, 1875 ; cf. Renaudot, I. pp. 601, 621, 
614.) On the Gther hand the Jacobite and Melchite Liturgies repeat- 
edly refer to the Holy Spirit’s “receiving from the Son,” and bring 
this phrase close up to the Latin view by adding “the things which 
pertain to the Son’s Essence” (Renaudot, I. 198, Il. 136, 263, 348, 529) 5 
whilst in one Jacobite office, the Liturgy of S. Clement, we even | 
find the words “Send down to us Thy Holy Spirit... Who proceedeth 
from Thee eternally through Thy Only Begotten Son” (Renaudot, 
II, 191, 200). It does not appear, however, that the Oriental sects 
were conscious of any practical difference in the teaching of their 
office-books, The Nestorians never converted the simple statement 
of the Constantinopolitan Faith into the ex solo Patre: nor did 
their opponents pass from their ex Filo accipit essentialiter into the 
ex Patre Filiogue procedit of the West (Assemani, Bz6/. Orient. 111. § de 
Syris Nestor., pp» CCXXXII—v. Ib. de Syris Monoph. p. 16). Their 
descendants in Syria and South India appear on the whole to follow 
in this respect in their fathers’ steps (Badger, /Vestorians, p. 78 sq.: 
Howard, Christians of S. Thomas, pp. 294, 316). The Armenian Church, 
indeed, although regarded as Jacobite, seems now to teach ex solo Patre 
(Malan, S. Gregory the Illuminator, p. 49). Yet Mr Malan himself 
quotes the following from the Armenian acts of S. Thaddeus: “Call 
him not a deceiver who gave me to know my Lord the Maker of 
heaven and earth, and the Only Son of God, with the Holy Ghost, 
Who comes from Them.” For further evidence that a view approaching 
the /zliegue was heldin the ancient Armenian Church, see Van der 
Moeren, p. 139 sq 
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CHAP LERSSVIR 


THE WEST, FROM THE DEATH OF S, AUGUSTINE TO THE 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE /2lioguwe BY THE CHURCH OF 
SPAIN. 


“‘Symbolo Catholicae fidei nova nolite inserere.” 
Alcuin, £f. LXIX. 


AFTER the death of S. Augustine Western Eu- 
rope appears to have generally adopted the Augus- 
tinian view of the Procession, almost without being 
conscious of the change thus made in its theology. 
At Aquileia!, indeed, after the middle of the fifth 
century, S. Nicetas taught the Procession from the 
Father with an emphasis which seems to prove 
either that the /7/zogue was unknown in his Church, 
or that it was regarded there as being an un- 
necessary refinement upon the simple faith: “sufficit 
fidelibus hoc scire quia Filius quidem genitus est, 
Spiritus autem de Patre procedens est...credimus 
ergo Spiritum Sanctum Paraclitum de Patre pro- 
cedere ; esse autem non Filium, neque Filium Filii 
...sed Spiritum veritatis, cujus processio aut qualis 
aut quanta sit nulli conceditur scire®.” But it was 

1 On the position of Aquileia as a border town, and the seat of 
an independent Patriarchate, see the remarks of Mr Ffoulkes, 
Ath, Creed, p. 14 sq. The fact may account for the absence in 
the teaching of Nicetas of all trace of the growing Western belief. 

2 Migne Lil. 854. Cf. the expl Symb. p. 870. “Credis et in 
Spiritum S. Hic Spiritus S, unus est, sanctificans omnia; qui de 


Patre procedit solus scrutans mysteria et profunda Dei.” Again not a 
word of His relation to the Son. 
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otherwise in Gaul, in Africa, and at Rome, where, 
during this century and the next, the fuller doctrine 
of the Procession seems to have gradually esta- 
blished itself as an authorized gloss upon the Catho- 
lic doctrine of the Holy Ghost. 

Thus, from Gaul between the years 430 and 530 
we receive the following chain of testimony to the 
belief in a Procession from the Son. S. Euche- 
rius, Bishop of Lyons, who died a.p. 454, writes, 
“Spiritus Sanctus nec genitus nec ingenitus...sed 
potius qui ex Patre et Filio procedat, velut 
quaedam Patris. Filiique concordia!.” Faustus, 
Bishop of Riez (0d. 485), notwithstanding his Semi- 
Pelagian sympathies, is said to have preached as 
follows: “Quia Spiritus S. de utroque procedit, ideo 
dicitur ‘qui autem Spiritum Christi non habet hic 
non est ejus’; et alio loco, ‘insufflavit et dixit Acci- 
pite Spiritum Sanctum ?.’” Gennadius, a priest of 
Marseilles (0. 495), in his book Ox the Doctrines of 
the Church, thus expounds the faith as it regards the 
Person of the Holy Ghost: “Credimus unum esse 
Deum, Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum... 
Spiritus Sanctus eo quod sit ex Patre et Filio 
procedens Patri et Filio coaéternus. Pater ergo 
principium Deitatis...a quo Spiritus Sanctus, non 
natus, quia non est Filius; neque ingenitus, 
quia non est Pater; neque factus, quia non est ex 
nihilo, sed ex Deo Patre et Deo Filio Deus pro- 
cedens®.” Julianus Pomerius, a priest of Arles 
(0d. 498), writing Ox the Contemplative Life, reckons 

1 Migne L. 774. 

2 Mai, Spzc. Rom. V.93. Another passage, cited by Card. Maias from 
Faustus (zov. Patr. bibl. tv. 45), had been printed in t. 1. p- 293 of 
the same work as part of a sermon of S. Augustine. Cf. Van der 


Moeren, pp. 55, 60. 
3 Migne LVIII. 980. 
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the /z/ogue among points of doctrine which ought 
to be taught to all the faithful: “cum... fideles 
qui nobis divinitus instituendi commissi sunt in- 
struere debeamus de Patre...de Filio...de Spiritu 
Sancto, quomodo ex Patre et Filio procedens 
nec ingenitus possit dici, nec genitus)” Lastly, 
Avitus, Archbishop of Vienne (0d. 523), in his de- 
fence of the Deity of the Spirit against the Arian 
Gothic king, Gundobad, seems to have openly pro- 
fessed, “ Nos vero Spiritum Sanctum dicimus a Filio 
et Patre procedere.” Another fragment of the 
same book even claims for this view the support 
of the Catholic Faith; “sicut est proprium Spiritui 
Sancto a Patre Filioque procedere, istud catho- 
lica fides etiamsi renuentibus non persuaserit in suae 
tamen disciplinae regula non excedit*.” Unless we 
regard the word //zogwe in this passage as inter- 
polated, or dispute the genuineness of the passage, 
it would appear as if the Western doctrine had al- 
ready found place in a Creed used in the South of 
France at the beginning of the sixth century. 

About the same time S. Fulgentius, Bishop of 
Ruspe (04. 533), thus teaches what we may presume to 
have been the current belief of the African Church : 
“ Firmissime tene et nullatenus dubites eundem Spi- 
ritum Sanctum, qui Patris et Filii unus Spiritus est, 
de Patre et Filio procedere...De Filio quo- 
que procedere Spiritum Sanctum, prophetica 
atque apostolica nobis doctrina commendat*®.” To 

1 Migne LIX. 432. 

2 Migne LIX. 385—6. 

3 De fide 11 (Migne LXV. 696). The words suggest, however, that the 
Augustinian view was not undisputed even in the Church where it had. 
been first distinctly taught. The profession addressed in 484 to the Arian 


king Huneric by Eugenius of Carthage, with the concurrence of the 
Catholic bishops of Africa, Mauritania, Sardinia and Corsica, is silent 
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Ferrandus he writes, “Non potuit Spiritum Sanctum 
divinitas Filii accipere, cum ipse Spiritus Sanctus sic 
procedat a Filio sicut procedit a Patre et sic 
detur a Filio sicut datur a Patre; nec illa natura 
unde Spiritus Sanctus habet originem [se. 
natura Filii] potuit ejus vel exspectare vel accipere 
largitatem. Spiritus ille totus est Patris, totus est 
Filii, quia unus naturaliter est Spiritus Patris et 
Filii, Proinde totus de Patre procedit et Fillo, 
totusin Patre manet ac Filio; quia sic manet ut pro- 
cedat, sic procedit ut maneat!.” <A fragment of his 
work Ox the equality and unity of the Holy Spirit 
with the Father and the Son exhibits the ground on 
which this clear exposition of the /’z/zogue is based : 
“de natura Patris natus est Filius, et exinde pro- 
cedit Spiritus. Sanctus...de Patre et Filio Spiritus 
Sanctus audit, quia de Patre et Filio divinitatis 
aequalitate procedit*®.” In other words, Ful- 
gentius, like his master Augustine, teaches that the 
Holy Ghost proceeds princepaliter de Patre; and 
that He proceeds from the Son by virtue of the 
fZomoouston and of the Father's gift, without de- 
triment to the povapyxia or to the personal unity of 
Him Who thus proceeds from Both. 

At Rome during this period S. Augustine’s view 
of the Procession appears to have received occa- 
sional sanction even from the Popes. S. Leo the 
Great, who was a younger contemporary of the 
Bishop of Hippo, preaches in his first sermon on the 


as to the /z/ogue: “accipimus.,.ingenitum Patrem et de Patre genitum 
Filium et de Patre procedentem Spiritum Sanctum.” (Migne LvII. 219: 
“de Patre e¢ /ilio” is printed in the text, but a foot-note points out 
that the MSS, are not unanimous. Cf. z7/r. 231, “de Patre procedit,” 
where there is no variant.) 

1 Ep. XIV. 28 (Migne, 373). 

* ¢, Fabian. fragm. XXVIII. (Migne LXV. 732). 
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Feast of Pentecost, “Spiritus Sanctus Patris Filii- 
que...Spiritus non sicut quaecumque creatura quae 
et Patris et Filii est, sed sicut cum utroque vivens et 
potens, et sempiterne ex eo quod est Pater Fili- 
usque subsistens!.” In the second sermon he thus 
expounds our Lord’s de meo accipiet: “quod ac- 
cipit Spiritus Sanctus, Patre dante, dat Filius?” 
Pope Hormisdas (0d. 523), if the printed text of 
his epistles is to be trusted, wrote to the Greek 
Emperor Justin as follows: “Proprium Spiritus 
Sancti ut de Patre et Filio procederet sub una 
substantia Deitatis®.” On the other hand, in the 
confession of faith sent by Pope Pelagius (00. 559) to 
the Frank king Childebert, we read only, “Credo 
in...Spiritum Sanctum omnipotentem utrique con- 
sempiternum atque consubstantialem, qui ex Patre 
intemporaliter procedens Patris est Filiique Spi- 
ritus*.” Forty years later the writings of S. Gregory 
the Great give no uncertain sound. The Spirit is 
said to be sent by the Father and the Son, because 
He proceeds from Their Essence: “mitti etiam 
juxta naturam divinitatis possit intelligi...ejus [sc. 
Spiritus Sancti] missio ipsa processio est qua de 
Patre procedit et Filio®.” “ The Redeemer imparted 
to the hearts of His disciples the Spirit who proceeds 
from Himself (qui a se [v. 4. ex se] procedit)®.” The 


1 Serm. LXXVI. (Migne LIV. 402). 

2 Serm. LXXVI. (Migne, 404). For the still more explicit state- 
ment in his letter to Turibius, see below, p. 165. 

3 Lp. LXXIX. (Migne LXXIIL 514, note : “In eodem cod. primigenia 
manus ita hunc textum ferebat: sotum etiam quod sit proprium 
Spiritus Sancti, proprium autem Filiit Det ut &c., quam lectionem 
ita reformat manus antiqua et fere aequalis,” [as in text]. So that the 
passage cannot be regarded as certain.) 

4 Ep. xv. (Migne LXIX. 409). 

5 Hom. in Evang. ii. 26 (Migne LXXVI. 1193). 

6 Moral. I. 22 (Migne, 541). 
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promise, “I will shew you plainly of the Father,” is 
thus interpreted: “per patefactam tunc majestatis 
suae speciem et quoniam ipse Genitori non impar 
oriatur, et quomodo utrorumque Spiritus utrique 
coaeternus procedat ostendet; aperte namque tunc 
videbitur quomodo...is qui per processionem pro- 
ducitur a proferentibus non praeitur!.” 

Paschasius, a deacon of the Roman Church, who 
died a.p. 512, has left a treatise Ox the Holy Spirit 
which teaches the Fz/zogue distinctly enough: “ mitti 
a Patre et Filio dicitur et de ipsorum substantia 
procedere...si requiras quid inter nascentem et pro- 
cedentem distet evidenter hoc interest, quod iste 
ex uno nascitur, ille ex utroque procedit?.” 
About the middle of the same century (549) Rusticus, 
another Roman Deacon, expresses doubt upon the 
subject. His words suggest that a difference of opi- 
nion upon the Procession was already making itself 
felt, and that the sentiments of Theodore and Theo- 
doret were being appealed to by those who hesitated 
to receive the Augustinian doctrine?: “quidam vero 
antiquorum et hoc proprietatibus adjecerunt quia 
sicut Spiritus cum Patre Filium sempiterne non 


1 Moral. XXX. 4 (Migne LXXVI. 534). Still more decisive is the pas- 
sage in Dzalog. ii. 38 (Migne LXvI. 204). “ Cum enim constet quia Para- 
cletus Spiritus a Patre semper procedat et Filio, cur se Filius re- 
cessurum dicit ut ille veniat quia a Filio nunquam recedit?” But the 
Greek version of Pope Zacharias gives ‘ék rod Tarpés mpoepxerat Kar 
ev T@ Yi@ dvapéver, and this suits the context: see Le Quien, dss. 
Damasc. i. § xxii. Onthe other hand, cf. Van der Moeren, p- 63. 

* De Sp. S. 1. 12 (Migne Lx. 23). 

® See next chapter, p. 180, Rusticus had just written, “ Nos enim 
tres esse subsistentias ob hoc confitemur, quod non in eo quod quid 
est secundum naturam, sed in eo quod qualiter sit unumquodque, 
proprietatibus distinguatur. Nam Pater quidem generat et genitus 
non est ; et ex aliquo alio non est, sicut ex eo sunt alii: Filius vero 
genitus est et nihil consempiternum generat ; et Spiritus S. a Patre pro- 
cedit vel genitus est ab eo.” 
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genuit, sic nec procedit Spiritus a Filio sicut a 
Patre; ego vero quia Spiritus quidem Filium non 
genuerit sempiterne confiteor (nec enim duos dicimus 
Patres); utrum vero a Filio eodem modo quo a 
Patre procedat, nondum perfecte satisfactum habeo!.” 
But though the writer suspends his judgment, it is 
obvious that he regards the denial of the F7zlzogue, 
rather than its assertion, as an innovation upon the 
original Faith. His own doubt appears to have 
reference to the exact meaning of the Fuliogue: 
is the procession from the Son precisely analogous 
to the procession from the Father; or does the 
Spirit proceed from the Father alone as the Fountain 
of His Divine life? from the Son mediately and 
by the Father’s gift? But unfortunately we are 
left to conjecture the nature of his difficulty, for 
he at once dismisses this subject as irrelevant to 
the matter which he had in hand; “quoniam vero 
ad id quod nunc quaeritur nihil attinet, signandum 
quidem est, sed transeundum 2.” 

Lastly, before leaving the Roman Church for the 
present, two of its greatest laymen must be heard, 
both in favour of the now popular view. “Ita cogi- 
temus,” writes the philosopher Boetius in his book 
On the Trinity, “processisse quidem ex Deo Patre 
Filium Deum, et ex utrisque Spiritum Sanc- 
tum®.” To Cassiodorus, a few years later, the doc- 
trine of the Procession from the Son came with all the 
authority of the Catholic Church: “O vere sancta, 
Sx Acephalos (Migne LXVII. 1237). 

2 To this the heretical interlocutor is made to assent: “Et ego 
nunc interim de his ipsis loqui non arbitror utile.’ The remark is 
instructive, as shewing how the Procession controversy was shelved, 
generation after generation, owing to the pressure of more important 


questions. 
3 de Trin. 5 (Migne LXIV. 1254). . 
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o immaculata, o perfecta mater ecclesia,” he ex- 
claims, “cujus piae confessioni nihil addi, nihil 
minui potest....Patrem..docens ingenitum, Filium 
genitum, Spiritum Sanctum de Patre et Filio pro- 
cedentem...unum Deum.... Dominumque Christum.. 
unam confiteri esse personam!.” The great Senator 
was doubtless wrong: the Church Catholic had not 
proclaimed the Fz/zogue; she has not proclaimed it 
yet. Even Rome at this period had not learned to 
regard the Procession from the Son as de fide. 
Nevertheless the time was close at hand when the 
words which express. it were to receive synodical 
approval and admission into the Creed from one of 
the principal branches of the Western Church. 
Spain, which probably received the Gospel from 
S. Paul himself?, had won an honourable place in 
the annals of early Christianity. S. Irenaeus bears 
witness to the soundness of her faith®: Tertullian, to 
the progress of her Church, even then conterminous 
with the peninsula*, Spanish martyrs are among 
the Saints: S. Fructuosus of Tarragona, who suf- 
fered under Valerian; S. Vincentius of Saragossa, 
who confessed Christ in the persecutions of Diocle- 
tian’. One of the earliest of Western Synods 

1 In psalt. praef. 17 (Migne LXx. 23). Cf. Expos.in Ps. 4 (Migne, . 
367). “Proprium est Filio quod naturaliter a Patre generatus est : 
proprium est Spiritui Sancto quod a Patre et Filio procedit.” 

2 Rom. xv. 24, 28, bs ay mopedouar eis thy Sraviay...dmekevoopar 
dv wpa eis Sraviay: S. Clem. ad Cor. 1. 5, 6 Iaddos...€m) rd Tépua Tis 
dvdoews ehOav (cf. Dr Lightfoot’s note): Muratorian Canon (Westcott 
on the Canon, p. 479), “ profectionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam pro- 
ficiscentis.” Cf. Florez, Espaiia Sagrada, Ul. 144 sq. 

° Tren. I. x. 2, 4 Sdvapus tis mapaddcews pia Kab 9 avrn’ Kal ovre ai 
év Teppaviats iSpupévae éxxdyoia Gros wemoredcacw...otre ey tats 
1Bnpiacs. 

* Tertull. adv. Fudacos, 7,8, “Hispaniarum omnes termini” [cre- 
diderunt Christo]. 


* Baronius, a, 262. Fleury vil. § xlviii. Florez, Esp. Sagr. V1. 347 sq. 
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was held in Spain!; and at the first CEcumenical 
Council a Spanish Bishop was the acknowledged 
leader of the orthodox West?, subscribing the Ca- 
nons before the representatives of the See of Rome. 
The fall of Hosius in extreme old age, and under 
physical pressure, can hardly be regarded as a blot 
upon the fair fame of the early Spanish Church. A 
darker cloud gathered over the Catholic cause in 
Spain during the last five and twenty years of the | 
fourth century. In the very year which saw the 
defeat of Macedonianism and Apollinarianism in the 
East, a Council of Spanish Bishops was less suc- | 
cessfully contending with the rising heresy of Pris- 
cillian®. The new doctrine appears to have been a 
Jarrago of earlier and exploded errors, combining 
Gnostic and Manichean fancies with a Sabellian 
confusion of the Persons in the Holy Trinity 4. Pris- 
cillian was executed by the civil power, but his sect 
continued to spread; and in 415 the Spanish priest 
Orosius was sent-into Africa to ask the aid of the 
already renowned Bishop of Hippo®. A tract by the 
latter (Contra Priscillianistas) remains as the re- 
sult of this mission. But even the authority of 


1 The Council of Elvira, which Mr Ffoulkes (Dict. of Christian 
Antig. 1. 606) places between 313 and 324 A.D. 

2 Cf. Stanley, Zastern Church, p. 129. 

3 At Caesaraugusta (Saragossa) 380—1. (Baronius, a. 381.) 

4S. Aug. de Haer. 70, “ Maxime Gnosticorum et Manichaeorum 
dogmata sectantur; quamvis et ex aliis haeresibus in eas sordes 
tamquam in sentinam quamdam horribili confusione confluxerint.” 
Contr. Priscill, 4, “Priscillianus Sabellianum antiquum dogma re- 
stituit, ubi ipse Pater qui Filius, qui et Spiritus Sanctus perhibetur.” 
Cf. Orosii Comment. ad Aug. 2, “Trinitatem autem solis verbis 
loquebatur; nam unionem absque ulla existentia aut proprietate 
asserens, sublato et Patre, Filium et Spiritum Sanctum hunc 
esse unum Christum dicebat.” The last words, if the reading 
is correct, seem specially deserving of notice in connexion with the 
present subject. 

> Fleury, XXII. § xvi. 

Ss. ET 
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Augustine failed to extirpate the heresy; at a 
Council of Braga held in the year 563, it was still 
necessary to anathematize the Priscillianist doctrines, 
and foremost among them the revived Sabellianism 
which taught “unam tantum ac solitariam. ..esse 
personam, ita ut sit Pater qui Filius, ipse etiam sit 
Paracletus Spiritus 1.” 

It was while the Church of Spain was battling 
with this formidable enemy, that the peninsula was 
deluged by a succession of Arian invaders who for 
more than a century and a half resisted the Faith 
which they could not destroy. In 409 the Vandals, 
Suevi and Alani swept across the Pyrenees into Spain: 
in 416 the Visigoths followed. The West Goths had 
received at their conversion an Arian form of Christi- 
anity: the Suevi, originally Catholic, yielded to the 
stronger race®, It was not till past the middle of the 
sixth century that the province of Gallaecia returned 
to the Faith; the conversion of the Visigoths was 
delayed nearly thirty years more. In no part of 
Europe, Lombardy alone excepted, did Arianism so 
long retain the upper hand. The Church of Spain 
doubtless required all the discipline which she under- 
went; the purity of her morals was not equal to 
the orthodoxy of her creed. “Gothos ac Wanda- 
los haeretici nominis exprobatione despicimus ”—is 
Salvian’s honest confession—“cum ipsi haeretica 
pravitate vivamus®.” It seems also to be a well 


1 Mansi, Conc. 9, 774sq. Cf. Neander, Ch. H. Iv. pp. 497 (note), 502. 

2 Cf. Cennius, de antig. Eccl. Hispan. i. pp. 186, 218. 

3 de gubern, Det, VU. 11 (Migne LIII. 135). The writer is speaking 
primarily of Gaul; but Spain, he implies, was, if anything, worse: zr. 
7: “Hispanias nonne vel eadem vel majora forsitan vitia perdi- 
derunt P73. dupliciter in illa Hispanorum captivitate ostendere Deus 
voluit quantum et odisset carnis libidinem et diligeret castitatem, cum 
et Wandalos ob solam maxime pudicitiam superponeret, et Hispanos 
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ascertained fact that the Arian masters of Spain did 
not generally abuse their power to the direct perse- 
cution of their Catholic subjects. Gibbon is perhaps 
not quite impartial when he states that “the Catho- 
lics of Spain enjoyed under the reign of the Arians 
the free and peaceful exercise of their religion;” and 
he subsequently admits that to one of the Visigothic 
kings “the guilt of persecution may be imputed?.” 
Still it does not appear that during the greater part 
of this period the public functions of the Church 
were suspended. Councils were occasionally held; 
bishoprics were for the most part filled up when 
vacancies occurred; communications were maintained _ 
with other Churches and with the see of Rome. 
Nevertheless the fact remains that from the beginning 
of the fifth century to the last quarter of the sixth, 
Catholicism in Spain had to maintain its ground in 
the face of a dominant Arianism—an Arianism which 
included the errors of Macedonius and Eunomius 
and represented Gop the Holy Ghost as the crea- 


ture of a created Son2.- 


ob solam vel maxime impudicitiam subjugaret.” See Dr Neale’s 
Essay on the Mozarabic Liturgy (Essays on Liturgiology, p. 125 sq.). 
I extract the following: “In Spain all seems out of joint...there are 
however two key-notes which unhappily characterize the whole his- 
tory of the Peninsular Church—laxity of morals, and violence in the 
propagation of the faith... How it was that Spain and Aquitaine were 
plunged into such an excess of licentiousness at the time of the Visi- 
gothic invasion is one of those mysteries of ecclesiastical history that 
cannot be solved...Doubtless the Arian domination purified the lives 
of the Catholics...But it is even more curious to trace from the very 
earliest times that headstrong violence which is the great character- 
istic of the Spanish Church.” Dr Neale then instances the punish- 
ment of Priscillian, and the unauthorised introduction of single affu- 
sion into the ritual, and of the /7/iogue into the Creed. 

1 Decline and Fall, ch. Xxxvul. Euric, Gibbon’s persecutor, 
reigned A.D. 467—485. 

2 Roderic. Tolet. de reb. Hisp. Ul. 1: “talia juxta eundem Arium de 
ipsa divinitate documenta sumpsere ut crederent...Spiritum S. nec 
II-—2 
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It is not surprising that, between Priscillianism 
‘on the one hand and Arianism on the other, the 
Spanish Church was forced into a controversial and 
dogmatic attitude unique in the West!. Nowhere else 
in Western Christendom was the Catholic doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity so strenuously affirmed or so 
minutely defined by ecclesiastical authority. At 
Spanish Councils it became usual, even when the 
subject of their deliberations was of a purely prac- 
tical character, to open the proceedings by reciting 
the Nicene or the Constantinopolitan Creed, or both, 
followed by an exposition of the faith in language 
adopted or approved by the particular Synod. It is 
easy to see that such a practice, although not with- 
out its uses in a disturbed condition of ecclesiastical 
affairs, had its elements of danger also; in the eager- 
ness of men to defend the Faith against local adver- 
saries, the wise reticence of Catholic tradition upon 
certain mysterious points of doctrines would not im- 
probably be broken through and the-unity of Catholic 
doctrine impaired. 

The Conczlza contain the acts of a Council held 
at Toledo in 398 or 400%, to which is attached a docu- 
ment headed “Regulae fidei catholicae contra omnes 
haereses et quam maxime contra Priscillianos, quas 


Dominum esse, nec ex substantia Patris existere, sed per Filium 
creatum esse.” 

1 There is probably a good deal of truth in Dr Neale’s explanation 
of the appearance of the /z/zogue in the Spanish Creed. “ No Euro- 
pean Church had suffered so much from the Arians as the Spanish, 
and by none therefore was it so likely that every possible effort should 
be made to state Our Lord’s divinity as strongly as possible...... This 
wish made the Spanish Church to dislike the idea that the Father 
should have an attribute (namely, of producing the Holy Ghost) which 
the Son had not, and therefore to make the addition to the Constan- 
tinopolitan Creed.” (H. £. Ch. Intr. Vol. 1. p. 1153.) 

* Or possibly in 396; see Loaisa, Conc. Hisp. p. 45. 
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episcopi Tarraconenses Carthaginenses Lusitani et 
Baetici fecerunt, et cum praecepto papae_ urbis 
[Romae] Leonis ad...episcopum Gallaeciae trans- 
miserunt.” The collector has added, “Ipsi etiam 
et supra scripta viginti canonum capitula statuerunt 
in Concilio Toletano!.” If he refers to the Council 
known as the rst of Toledo, his statement is re- 
futed by the preceding words; for the mention of 
Pope Leo serves to connect these Regulae with a 
second Council, which is ascribed to the year 447. 
In that year S. Turibius, Bishop of Astorga, in Gal- 
laecia, wrote to S. Leo an account of his proceedings 
against the Priscillianists, asking at the same time 
for his sanction and advice*. The answer of Leo 
is preserved®, and contains, if the text is trustworthy, 
a remarkable testimony to the Pope’s individual ac- 
ceptance of the Fz/zogue. Leo recapitulates the six- 
teen heads under which Turibius had disposed of the 
new heresy: first among these is the Priscillianist 
doctrine of the Trinity: ‘primo itaque capitulo de- 
monstratur quam impie sentiant de Trinitate divina, 
qui et Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti unam atque 
eandem asserunt esse personam, tamquam idem 
Deus nunc Pater nunc Filius nunc Spiritus Sanctus 
nominetur; nec alius sit qui genuit, alius qui genitus 
est, alius qui de utroque processit*.” There is no 
important variation in the reading of the last clause’, 


1 Coll. canon. S. Tsidoro ascr. (Migne LXXXIV. 333): or Mansi, 
3. 1002: Aguirre, Conc. Hisp. 1. 13. 

2 Fleury, XXVII. 9—I0. 

3 S. Leonis M. Z/. xv. (Migne LIV. 678 sq.). 

4 Migne, 680. 

5 The only variants mentioned are aut gui, procedit: “de utroque” 
appears to be well established. Dr Neale rejects it on purely in- 
ternal grounds: H. £. Ch. Intr. 11. p. 1129. On the other hand see 
Le Quien, Diss. Damasc. 1. § viii. Le Q. reminds the Greeks that on 


166 due-to S. Turibius and S. Leo. 


. ° ’ 
and considering the evidence already given of cLeos 
belief upon this point, it seems not unlikely that he 
wrote de utrogue, as it stands; merely endorsing, it 

. . 1 

may be, the words of the Spanish Bishop}. The 
Pope’s letter ends by giving instructions for the as- 
sembling of a national council of the Spanish Church 
(concilium synodi generalis), or failing that, of a 
Council of the Bishops of Gallaecia?. To the synod 
or synods held in consequence of this papal recom- 
mendation the Regwlae fidet, already mentioned as 
appended to the records of the Council of A.D. 400, 
may very possibly be due, as the first paragraph of 
the heading certainly suggests. This document con- 
sists of a confession of faith in the Holy Trinity and 
the mystery of the Incarnation, to which are ap- 
pended eighteen anathemas, pronounced against the 
doctrines of Priscillian. The confession runs: “Cre- 
dimus in unum verum Deum Patrem et Filium et 
Spiritum Sanctum...Patrem autem non esse ipsum 
Filium...Filium non esse Patrem, sed Filium Dei 
de Patris esse natura; Spiritum quoque Paraclitum 
esse qui nec Pater sit ipse nec Filius, sed a Patre 
Filioque procedens. Est ergo ingenitus Pater, geni- 
tus Filius, non genitus Paraclitus, sed a Patre Filio- 
Orthodoxy Sunday they yearly anathematize all who reject the teach- 
‘ing of S. Leo. 

1 See last pege: “demonstratur” sc. a Turibio. S. Leo may there- 
fore be simply borrowing, but of course at the same time reaffirming 
with the weight of his own authority, the words of the Spanish Bishop. 
Further on in the letter Leo is content to assert the procession from 
God: “quod de ipso est id [idem?] est quod ipse: neque id aliud est 
quam Filius et Spiritus Sanctus.” 

? Migne Liv. 691. The chief object of the Council was to depose 
Bishops, .if there should be any such, who taught the doctrines of 
Priscillian, and thus to reaffirm the teaching of the Catholic Creed: 
“nulla enim ratione tolerandum est ut qui praedicandae fidei suscepit 


officium, is contra evangelium Christi, contra Apostolicam doctrinam, 
contra wittversalis ccclesiae syimbolum audeat disputare,” 
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que procedens!.” It is remarkable that the Filiogue 
does not find place in the anathemas: it had not been 
directly attacked by the Priscillianists, nor was it yet 
regarded as a controverted point by Catholics, who 
had unconsciously drifted into the use of the words”. 

For more than a century after this synodical 
utterance the Church of Spain is silent upon dogma. 
Her traditional spirit of orthodoxy seems to have 
been revived by the return to Catholicism first of 
the Suevi in Gallaecia, and then of the Visigoths 
throughout the peninsula. At Braga in 560 or 563 
a provincial Council was held’, at which the fore- 
going Regulae with the annexed capitula were read, 
and a fresh set of anathemas was levelled against 
the expiring but not extinct sect of Priscillian. The 
Metropolitan opened this synod with the significant 
words, “Prius si placet de statutis fidei Catholicae per- 
quiramus.” Yet the Council of Braga does not seem 
to have put together any exposition of its own; and 
the new cafztu/a contain no allusion to the proces- 
sion of the Holy Ghost. It was at the general 
Council which followed the conversion of the whole 
nation to Catholicism, that the Augustinian doctrine 
was to receive final recognition and expression in 
the Creed of the Spanish Church. 


1 The Filiogue is characteristically omitted in the copy of this 
document which is found in the Codex “cclesiae Romanae. Some 
MSS. omit the entire clause est ergo—procedens: Hahn, p. 132. 

2 In the records of another Spanish Council of the fifth century as 
given in the Conczlia (1st Co. of Braga, A.D. 411), a very distinct asser- 
tion of the F%/zogue is found: Pancratianus, Bp of Braga, is repre- 
sented as offering the Council a confession of his faith, in which he 
says “Credo in Spiritum Sanctum procedentem a Patre et Verbo 
unicum in Deitate cum ipsis, &c.” The Bishops reply, “Credimus.” 
It has been doubted however whether the whole account of this 
Council is not a forgery: see Pagi, 7 Ann. Baronit, a. 411, § xix. Itis 
defended by Cardinal de Aguirre, Conc. His. Il. p. 191 Sq. 

3 Conc. Bracarense 11. (? 1.), (Mansi 9, 774 sq.). See p. 162 (supr.). 
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In Spanish ecclesiastical history the most im- 
portant event of the sixth century is the Council 
held at Toledo in the year 5891. On this occasion 
the Visigoths of Spain, led by their king Reccared, 
renounced Arianism and threw themselves at the 
feet of the Catholic Church. Whatever were the 
motives which influenced Reccared, he appears to 
have carried his whole people with him; a nation 
was born in a day; and the homily which S. Leander 
delivered at the close of the Council bears witness 
to the joyful surprise with which the Church wel- 
comed her returning sons?, The Archbishop’s ad- 
dress contains no doctrinal statement: it would 
in fact have been superfluous after the explicit 
enunciation of Catholic dogma which had been 
offered by the King and accepted by the Council. 
In his opening speech Reccared had acknowledged 
the dogmatic decisions of the first four G£cumenical 
Councils, and had recited the Creeds of Nicaea 
and Constantinople and part of the Definition of 
Chalcedon. His zeal prompted him to add a per- 
| sonal profession of faith, in which the Procession of 
/the Holy Ghost from the Father and the Son 
occupies a prominent place: “Spiritus aeque Sanctus 
_(he says) confitendus a nobis et praedicandus est a 
Patre et a Filio procedere et cum Patre et Filio 
unius esse substantiae’.” That the words ef a Filio 


1 Mansi 9, p. 978 sq. 

2 “Pro qua re et nos majoribus gaudiis elevamur quia repente 
novos Ecclesiam parturisse populos intuemur.” On the part which 
Leander took in the conversion of the Goths see Florez, Espaiia 
Sagrada, V. 463 and VI. 467. 

3 Mansi, Zc. Roderic of Toledo was struck by this feature of 
Reccared’s address: ‘“ praedicans trium Personarum unitatem...Spiri- 
tum S. inseparabiliter a Patre et Filio procedentem et esse amborum 
unum Spiritum, unde et unum sunt.” (7st. Wisp. 11. 20.) 
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were not casually introduced appears from their re- 
petition in the anathemas which the Council pro- 
ceeded to level against the opponents of the Catholic 
Faith ; third among these comes the following, ‘“Qui- 
cunque Spiritum Sanctum non credit aut non credi- 
derit a Patre et Filio procedere eumque non dixerit 
coaeternum esse Patre et Filio et coaequalem, ana- 
thema sit.” So positive an assertion of the F7liogue 
as de fide would be difficult to explain did we not 
possess a key to the mystery in the version of the 
Constantinopolitan Creed which was recited by 
Reccared and the Bishops. It contained the words 
“Et in Spiritum Sanctum Dominum et Vivifica- 
torem, ex Patre ET Fivio procedentem.” It is in- 
credible that the addition was made either by the 
newly converted King or by the Bishops assembled 
at Toledo. Neither King nor Bishops displayed 
the slightest consciousness that their Creed varied 
from the Greek original, or that their doctrine 
exceeded the teaching of the Catholic Church. On 
the contrary, Reccared subscribes the Creeds and 
his own profession in the form, “Ego Reccaredus 
rex fidem hanc sanctam et veram confessionem quam 
unam per totum orbem Catholica confitetur Ecclesia 
...subscripsi.” The Bishops add “Haec est vera fides 
quam omnis ecclesia Dei per totum mundum tenet.” 
In their- second Canon they describe the Latin 
Creed then in use among them as being “secundum 
formam Orientalium ecclesiarum Concilii Constanti- 
nopolitani.” In the face of these declarations it is 
scarcely just without direct evidence to charge the 
Toletan fathers with a wilful corruption of the 
Catholic Symbol. It is more probable that the new 
‘words e¢ Filio as well as the restored Deum ex Deo 
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—another peculiarity of this Spanish version!—had 
crept in during the long years of the Arian perse- 
cution?, Originating very possibly in a gloss upon 
the er Patre, and put forth under circumstances 
which might seem to require or to justify a local ex- 
pansion of the Creed, the interpolation had made 
its way from Church to Church, and before the 
conversion of the Visigoths had established so firm 
a footing in the Latin Creed that no suspicion of 
its genuineness was entertained by Reccared or 
by his Catholic instructors. Both the King and his 
Bishops believed them to be a true part of the original 
Faith, just as they believed the Creed itself to have 
been drawn up by the fathers of Constantinople, 
In proclaiming the Fzliogue as de fide, in anathema- 
tizing its rejection, in reciting it as part and parcel 
of the “ Eastern” symbol, Reccared and the Council 
may be assumed to represent the honest conviction of 
the Spanish Church. It is clear that nothing was 
further from the thoughts of the newly converted 
people than a departure, whether by addition or the 
contrary, from the teaching of the Catholic Church, 
or of its Eastern branch. 

The Council of 589 was not content with sub- 
scribing that which it believed to be the true Creed 
of Constantinople: it provided for the perpetuity of 


* See the remarks of Mr Ffoulkes, Christendom’s Divisions, 11.358. 

* See Dr Swainson’s WV. and A. Creeds, ch. X11. (p. 144.sq.). He 
suspects that the words e¢ /i%/éo were “added intentionally,” not 
“merely by mistake.” Is it necessary to adopt either of these 
alternatives? Why should not the Council have simply accepted 
the Creed as they found it? The “local or independent rendering 
from the Greek” of the Nicene Creed may have been inherited 
from Hosius: does it follow that the Spanish Church would have 
equally ready access to the original of the Constantinopolitan 
form? 
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the newly established Faith by ordering the Creed 
to be used at every celebration of the Holy Eucharist. 
The second Canon runs, “Pro reverentia sanctissimae 
fidei et propter corroborandas hominum invalidas 
mentes...sancta constituit synodus ut per omnes eccle- 
sias Hispaniae vel Gallaeciae...CL. episcoporum sym- 
bolum fidei recitetur, ut prius quam Dominica dicatur 
oratio voce clara a populo decantetur, quo et fides 
vera manifestum testimonium habeat et ad Christi 
Corpus et Sanguinem praelibandum pectora popu- 
lorum fide purificata accedant.” This rule was not 
without precedent: the East had already begun to 
use the Constantinopolitan symbol in the Liturgy! 
The custom is said to have been introduced at 
Antioch “about the year 4717,” at Constantinople 
in 511°. It had been enforced and made general 
by an edict issued by the Emperor Justin some 
twenty years before the date of the Toletan Council. 
Justin’s decree contemplated the recitation taking 
place before the Lord’s Prayer, and the Spanish 
canon adopted precisely the same order. But in 
Spain a practice was founded upon this general rule 
which seems to have been peculiar to the Mozarabic 
liturgy. In the Spanish rite, probably from the days 
of the Visigothic conversion, the Symbol was said 

1 Walafrid Strabo (de reb. Eccl. xx11: Migne CXIv. 947) regards 
the Western use of the Creed at Mass as borrowed from the East: 


“nos ad imitationem eorum [sc. Graecorum] intra missas assumi- 
mus.” : 

2 Bingham, Antiquities, xv. § iii. Theodorus Lector, II. 48 
(Migne LXXXVI. 209), Iérpov pyot rov xvadéa éemwojoat,..€v waon ovy- 
aket ro cUpBorov éeyeo Oat. 

3 By the Patriarch Timothy: Theodorus Lector, Il. 32 (Migne, 
201), Tydbeos ro Tv Tpiaxogiwy déxa Kal oKTd TaTépov TO dyLov ovp- 
Borov Kad’ éxdotny oivakiv éyecOar mapeckevacey emi Siaorj Ondev - 
MaxeSoviov—the last words shewing that the Constantinopolitan Creed 
is intended. 
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after the act of Consecration and while the Priest 
held in his hand the Body of the Lord. At that 
solemn moment he turned to the People with the 
words, “Fidem quam corde credimus ore autem 
dicamus.” The Creed was then recited by Priest 
and Choir, and the communion of Clergy and People 
, shortly followed!. It is difficult to conceive of any 


| more effectual method of securing the veneration of 


the faithful for the zpszss¢ma verba of the Symbol ; 
and among these consecrated words the /zleogue 
would, after the Council of Toledo, be heard in most 
of the churches of Spain”. 7 

From that time forth the faith of the Spanish 
Church upon this point was fixed unalterably. 
Spanish writers, Spanish liturgies and service-books, 
above all Spanish Councils, with conscious or un- 
conscious zeal, propagated the new clause with 
which the Creed of Constantinople had been en- 
riched by the great National Synod of Toledo. 
(1) S, Leander has left us no dogmatic remains; but 
his younger and more famous brother, S. Isidore, who 
in the year 600 succeeded to the Archbishopric of 
Seville, taught the Procession from the Son in no 
doubtful terms. Thus in the E¢ymologiae, when he 
comes to treat of the Holy Ghost, Isidore at once 
begins, “Spiritus Sanctus ideo praedicatur Deus 
quia ex Patre Filioque procedit et substantiam 
eorum habet.” “Hoc autem interest (he continues) 


* Mabillon, de diturg. Gallic. p. 2, “quo in genere [sc. rituum sin- 
gularium] praeclarum est in missa Mozarabica institutum ut recitato 
canone sacerdos Hostiam consecratam super calicem tenens symbo- 
lum CP. praecinat ex decreto Concilii tertii Toletani, subsequente 
cleri et populi concentu.” Cf. Ziv. Mozarab., Migne LXXXvV. 117. 

2 At the 8th Council of Toledo (653) the Creed was recited “as it 
is said at mass:” and the Filiogue again appears. So at the 12th 
Toletan Council (681). Cf. however, Isidor. de Eccl, OF. 1. 16. 
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inter nascentem Filium et procedentem Spiritum 
Sanctum, quod Filius ex uno nascitur, Spiritus 
Sanctus ex utroque procedit).” In the Sententiac 
the Procession from Both is so absolutely assumed 
as to be used in an argument for the essential unity 
of the Father and the Son; “non enim res una et 
duorum consubstantialis potuit simul ab eis pro- 
cedere et simul inesse, nisi unum fuerit a quibus 
procedit.” The Holy Ghost, it is added, is the Agent 
of this unity, “per quem Pater et Filius unum essen- 
tialiter sunt?.” Lastly in S. Isidore’s treatise Ox 
Church Offices the following is delivered as part of 
the traditional rule of faith; “Patrem confiteri in- 
genitum, Filium genitum; Spiritum autem Sanctum 
nec genitum nec ingenitum, sed ex Patre et Filio 
procedentem®.” (2) The Spanish rite, besides its 
adoption of the interpolated Creed, contained the 
Filtogue in more than one of its Collects. Atthe first 
vespers of the Pentecost, the following ovatzo is pre- 
scribed by the Gothic Breviary: “O Sancte Spiritus, 
qui a Patre Filioque procedis, doce nos facere 
veritatem; ut qui de Patre Filioque accepisti 
processionem, nos his a quibus tam _ineffabiliter 
procedis adsocias caritate*.” And at matins on 
the festival itself: “Spiritus Sancte qui ex Patre 
Filioque procedis, locupleta nos dono tuae_ be- 
nedictionis.” Similarly, on the vigil, the Mozarabic 

1 Etymol. vu. 3 (Migne LXxXtl. 268). Cf. S. Hildefons. de cogn. 
bapt. LIX. (Migne XCVI. 135). See also Etymol. VI. 4, ‘Spiritus 
Sanctus solus de Patre et Filio procedit: ideo solus amborum nuncu- 
patur Spiritus.” 

2 Sentent. 1.15 (Migne LXXx. 568). 

8 De Eccles. Officiis, U. 23 (Migne, 817). The chapter de regula 
fidei begins, ‘‘ Haec est autem post symbolum apostolorum certissima 
fides quam doctores nostri tradiderunt.” 


4 Brev. Goth. in sanct. Pentecosten. (Migne LXXXVI. 691, cf. 
TNX KV; O12). 
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Liturgy offers the prayer, “Spiritus Sancte qui a 
Patre et Filio procedis, his propitius inlabere holo- 
_/caustis!,” (3) In the course of the seventh century the 
\ Filtogue was reasserted by as many as eleven Span- 
‘ish Councils, mostly national in character. The 
Constantinopolitan Creed was solemnly recited at 
Toledo in the years 653, 681, 683, 688, 6942: also 
at Merida in 666°, and at Braga in 675*; on each 
occasion the interpolation appears as matter of 
course. Five of the Toletan Councils during this 
period offer expositions of the Faith, in which the 
procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son is de- 
liberately affirmed. The 4th Council of Toledo 
(A.D. 633) declares: “Spiritum Sanctum nec creatum 
nec genitum sed procedentem ex Patre et Filio pro- 
fitemur®.” This language is repeated by the 6th 
Council (638) with the addition, “Per hoc substan- 
tialiter unum sunt [ Pater et Filius] quia et unus ab 
utroque procedit®.” The 11th Council (675) ap- 
pears to have been only a provincial gathering of some 
seventeen or nineteen Bishops; but it has left an 
elaborate confession of its faith which is peculiarly full 
upon the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. The Bishops 
say, “Spiritum quoque Sanctum, qui est tertia in 
Trinitate persona, unum atque aequalem cum Deo 


+ Lit. Mozarab, in vig. Pentecost. (Migne LXxxv. 612). Mai 
(Patr. nov. coll. IV. 51) cites a similar form from a liturgical MS, 
which he says was written in Spain during the seventh century. 

* By the 8th, 12th, 13th, 14th, and 17th Councils of Toledo 
(Mansi 10, p. 1206: II, p. 1027 sq.: 12, p. 93). 

3 Mansi 11, p. 77. 

* By the 4th Co. of Braga (Mansi 11, p- 151), with the note- 
worthy comment, “fidei regulam ipsis verbis atque sententiis.., 
quibus eam declaratam esse scimus in conventu Nicaeni Concilii.” 

° Mansi Io, p. 613. Cf. Mr Ffoulkes Ox the Athanasian Creed, 
p. 220 and Append. pp. 153, 4. 

° Mansi 10, p. 659. 
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Patre et Filio credimus esse Deum, unius substan- 
tiae, unius quoque esse naturae : non tamen genitum 
vel creatum, sed ab utrisque procedentem, amborum 
esse Spiritum... Nec Patris tantum sed simul Patris 
et Filit dicitur; nec enim de Patre procedit in 
Filium, vel de Filio procedit ad sanctificandum crea- 
turam ; sed simul ab utrisque processisse monstratur, 
quia caritas sive sanctitas amborum agnoscitur... 
Nullum fuisse credimus temporis intervallum quo... 
procedens Spiritus Patre vel Filio posterior appa- 
reret?.” The 15th Council (688) adopts more of 
this Augustinian phraseology: “Mens si in persona 
Patris ponatur, Verbum jam ex mente prodiens Filius 
intelligitur; et Voluntas procedens ex Mente et 
Verbo, Spiritus significatur?.” The 16th Council 
(693), after professing “credimus... Spiritum Sanc- 
tum ex Patre.Filioque atque aliquo initio proceden- 
tem,” builds upon this Eternal Procession the doc- 
trine of the Temporal Mission: “Spiritus Sanctus 
ex Patris Filiique unione procedit...In sancta 
praenoscitur Trinitate tertia esse persona, pro eo 
quod a Patre Filioque cum quibus unius essentiae 
per omnia creditur, fidelibus condonetur?.” 

The long series of Toletan Councils closes in the 
year 694; and the Saracenic invasion and fall of the 
Visigothic kingdom (711) checked for a while the 
energies of the Spanish Church. But a century of 


distinctive dogmatic teaching had left its mark | 


‘upon Spanish‘ and even upon European Christianity. | 


Before the year 700 there was at least one part of 
Western Christendom where the /7/zogue had taken 
such firm root that its excision from the Creed would 


1 Mansi 11, p. 131 sq. 
4 Mansi 12, p. Io sq. 
3 Mansi 12, p. 64 sq. 
4 See Dorner, Il. i. 249. 


176 Results. 


have seemed nothing less than an abandonment of 
the Faith itself. This example could hardly fail to 
be followed in due course by the other Churches of 
the West, where the doctrine was known as a 
well-accredited opinion of the theologians, and had 
long been growing in popular esteem. There was 
one power which might have checked this result by 
the weight of its authority. But Rome had hitherto 
regarded the growth of the new phraseology, and 
even the interpolation of the Creed, with an indiffer- 
ence which fell little short of tacit consent}. 


1 No reference has been made in this chapter to the influence of 
the Athanasian Creed upon the growth of the F7/ogue-dogma, be- 
cause in the present state of our knowledge it is unsafe to assume 
that the Quicungue existed as a whole before the time of Charlemagne. 
Gieseler was disposed to ascribe its composition to Spain: see how- 
ever Dr Swainson’s remarks, A. and N. Creeds, chh. XIX. and XXVI. 
But if the Toletan Councils of the seventh century did not borrow from 
the Quicungue, they may be regarded as having supplied the nucleus — 
of that portion which contains the /z/zogue. The paragraph, “Pater 
a nullo est factus nec creatus: Filius a Patre solo est, non factus nec 
creatus sed genitus: Spiritus S. a Patre et Filio, non factus nec 
creatus, sed procedens”—occurs with verbal variations in the Toletan 
confessions of 633, 638, 675, and a part of it in the confession of 693 
(Swainson, pp. 244—5, 444). So carefully balanced'a formula, it may . 
well be believed, impressed itself readily upon the Spanish mind, 
travelled from Spain into other countries (v. zz/7. p. 191), and went 
far to popularize the doctrine which it enshrined. 
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CHP PER VIL. 


THE EAST AND ITS INTERCOURSE WITH THE WEST 
FROM A.D. 451 TO A.D. 681. 


“Scilicet et nos et Graecos edocet [S. Maximus] secundum quiddam 
procedere et secundum quiddam non procedere Spiritum Sanctum 
ex Filio.” 

Anastas, Biblioth. ad Ffoann. Diaconum. 


In the fifth session of the Council of Chalcedon 
the Constantinopolitan Creed was formally accepted, 
with its additional clauses upon the Doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit!. It is not pretended that the copy which 
received synodical sanction contained the /7hogue; 
yet the Council in its Definition asserted the com- 
pleteness of the Creed as a summary of the Church's 
faith in the Holy Trinity: wept re rod Ilarpds xat 
Tov Tiov Kat tov “Aylov Tvetmatos éxduddoKe 70 


1 Mansi, 7, p. 112. Routh, Ofwsce.. p. 75 sq. The following 
are the words in which the Fathers of Chalcedon confirm the clauses 
supposed to have been added at Constantinople: kai dia robs re 
Ilvedpatt 76 “Ayia paxopevous THY xpovois VoTepoy mapa Tav ent THs Bact- 
Aevotons mode@s GuveAOovTwy éxaTov mevrikovra dylav Tmatépev mept Ths 
Tov Ilvevpatos ovoias mapadobeicay Sidackahiay kvpoi’ iy exetvor Tots 
Tacw éyvdpicay, ovx os TL heisroy Tois mpoAaBovow émayovres, dha THY 
mept tov “Ayiov Ilvevparos avraév évvoray Kata téy THY avTod Seomoretav 
aGereiv Teipopévov ypahtkais paptupias tpavdcayres. It may of course 
be argued that the procession from the Son was included in the ‘ék 
Ilarpos’, as the latter had been included in the simple ‘kat eis ro 
"Aytov Iveta’ of the Nicene Creed. But the absence of all attempt 
to expand the éx Iarpos, either at Chalcedon, or at subsequent Cécu- 
menical Councils, shews that the /7#/zogue had not yet won for itself 
the attention which seems to have been accorded only to controverted 
points of doctrine. ; 


S. tO 


| 
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té\ecov'. The West was represented at Chalcedon 
by Pope Leo’s legates, and by two Bishops from 
Africa; but no one challenged the statement, or 
claimed for S. Augustine’s fuller view of the Pro- 
cession a place in the Catholic Symbol. 

After the Council of Chalcedon no disposition 
was shewn by Catholics or Monophysites to push 
to any greater length the language which S. Cyril 
had held upon the Procession, or even, with some 
exceptions, to maintain the doctrine as fully as he had 
taught it. At the end of the fifth century we find 
Gelasius of Cyzicus putting into the mouths of the 
Nicene fathers the following sentiments, which are 
doubtless meant to represent the most perfect ortho- 
doxy of his own age: Hs avrys OedryTos Kal ovcias 
Kal TOU avtov Kpipatos [?] 7d IIvedpa To “Aytov ovmep 
6 Tlarnp Kato Tids, kat cvvuTdpyov det TO Tarpi Kat 
TO Tid, dydpiorov aet éotlv Tod Hatpds Kat Tov Tiod, 
Kala Kal 6 Tids Tov Ilatpds Kal 6 Maryp rod Tiov?. 
The relation between the Persons is then illustrated | 
by the well-known analogies of fire and water: the 
Father, the Son and the Spirit are respectively com- 
pared to the wvp, dratvyacpa, das of the one ele- 
ment, and to the wyny7, rorapds, vSwp, under which 
the other presents itself. With the help of these 
illustrations the doctrine of the Procession is thus 
formally explained: Aéyeu ody TEpt TOV Tiov y beta 
ypady ‘KiX\iva, dyoiv, ex adrods os TOTaLOS elpnvns:’ 
exmropevdpevos Snhovdre Ek THs adyOods myyHs THS Cons 
THs TOV Ilarpos Oedrytos... Kal 7d Tvedua Se 76 “Ayov 
-€€ avTod hap Rdvopev dravtes of muctol, THs avTns ov 
ovaias Hs 0 Marip Kat Tids, éxopevdpevor fev €k TOU 

1 See above, p. 1, note. 


* Hist. Cone. Nicaen. 11. 20 (Migne, LXxxv. 1285 sq., or Mansi, 2, 
860), 
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Ilarpos iduov S€ dv tod Tiod...... pas Kal 0 Tos, ék 
pwtos Tod Ilarpos’ pads Kat 7d Ivedpa 7d “Ayuov é€& 
avtov tov dards. This is on the whole a retreat 
from Cyril's position; and the same tendency is 
more decidedly manifested in the teaching of the 
Pseudo-Areopagite, whose writings are thought to 
have emanated from the monasteries of Egypt 
about the same period', In the second chapter of 
the De divinis nominibus the povapyia is taught in 
such terms as almost to exclude an essential deriva- 
tion of the Spirit from or through the Son: pdvy 8é 
myn THS UmEepovatov HedtyTos 6 Ilatyp, ovK ovtos Tiov 
Tov Ilarpos ovdé Ilatpos tod Tiod...d7u pev eore 
myaia Fedtyns 6 Waryp' 6 Sé “Inaods [v. 2. Tids] Kat 76 
Ivevpa tHs Oeoydvov Oedtytos—ei ovTw ypn pavar— 
Bracrot Peddutot Kal otov avy Kal virepovoia pata 
Tpos Tav lepav hoylwvy mapedrndapev®. A contem- 
porary metrical paraphrase of S. John’s Gospel by 
Nonnus of Panopolis in the Thebaid thus interprets 
S. John xv. 26: 

Iveta cod voepoto diopydpevov Teverjpos, 

IIvevpa tomep tapa Ilatpos és vpéas avtos idhho’ 
whilst ch. xvi. 14 appears in the following form: 

Otros idv Tapa Ilatpos avupoce pe yepaipwr, 

OTTL Kev NETEpoLo SEdEeypevos EK TeveTHnpos 

vpiv cuppryeeoor Tpodpia Oéopara patver 

OooaTep eooeETaL Vupu' Kal apxyeyovme TW Deop@ 

KANpos euos méAe mavtTa Iarnp eos oooa Kopmicer. 

ov xdpw vppw eevrov O71 Caléovo Toxnos 

Séypevos ypeTéporo mpoayyédder Téhos Epywv’®. 

It would not have been strange if the breaking 
off of communion between Rome and Constantinople 


? Gieseler, 11. p. 88. Dorner, II. i. pp. 422—3. 
2 De Divin. Nom. c. 11. 8 5, 7. 
3 Paraphr. in Foann. (Migne, XLT, 877, 881. 
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in 484, and the resistance of the West to the con- 
demnation of the ‘Three Chapters’, had led the 
East to pass adverse comments on the view of the 
Procession which had become prevalent in Western 
Europe. The letter of Rusticus already noticed? 
may point to something of this sort: but in the 
absence of other evidence it is unsafe to infer 
that the matter was actually discussed at the time. 
A fifth GEcumenical Council was held at Constanti- 
nople in 553, only four years after the date of the 
letter, but no allusion was then made to any con- 
troversy relating to the Procession, although the 
condemnation of Theodore and Theodoret might 
have been expected to bring the point into notice. 
One of the canons of the Council does in fact 
approach very near to the subject; Theodore is 
condemned for having said Oru pera thy avdotaow 
eudvaojoas 6 Kipuos Tots pabyrats... ov dédaxev avrots 
Tlvetpa” Ayiov adda oyynpare povov évepdonoe®. But 
this was ground upon which the orthodox in West 
and East could meet without fear of collision; for 
both held the Homoousion and the Hypostatic 
Union, and the censure upon the Bishop of 
Mopsuestia was so expressed as to convey no more. 
y~ The Greek Church writers of the sixth century 
_ when they touch upon the Procession occupy them- 
| selves chiefly with distinguishing between the theolo- 
gical ideas conveyed by ‘procession’ and ‘generation,’ 
— Thus Leontius of Byzantium writes: tatta ta Tpia 
ovdey addywv duadépovew el py povoy Katd Ta 
ididpata...rovTo pdvoy Suadépovow oT. o pev Tos 
yervarat €k ToU Ilarpds' To dé Ivedua éxropeverar && 
avTov. mas d€ yervatat 6 Tids &€ avtod H mas &x- 


1 Supr. p. 158. 2 Mansi,.9, p. 384. 
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mopeverat TO Ivedpa To “Aytov od Set meprepydleo bau. 
Similarly Anastasius of Mt. Sinai, Tpets drooratixat 
idudtntés eiow emt THs OedtynTos' TO ayévyntov ToD 
Tlarpos Kal To yevyytov Tov Tiod Kal 70 éexmopevtov Tod 
‘“Ayiov Hvedparos. ode yevvyntos éorw 6 Ilarnp ovde 
ExmopevTos 0 Tids ovde yeryntov To “Ayov Tvedpa?. 
Another |?] Anastasius, the Patriarch of Antioch 
who died in the year 599[?]°, sees a difference of 
use between the verbs é&€pyeo@as and éxmopever Oar: 
“Christ said of Himself ‘I came forth from the 
Father; but of the Spirit, ‘Who proceedeth from 
the Father.’ Although both the Son and the Holy 
Spirit are said to go forth from the Father, still 
procession is generally predicated of the Spirit, as 
generation of the Son...The Spirit proceeds from 
the Father, and receives from the Son all things 
which are the Father's... The Word is not without 
the Spirit, nor the Mind without the Word...The 
Spirit proceeds from the Father, but receives all that 
the Son hath, whose are all things that the Father 
hath : to shew that there is One Essence common 
to Him who receives, Him from whom He receives, 
and Him from whom He naturally proceeds...Such 
names as God Lord and Spirit are properly applied 
to each of the Persons, provided that we reserve to 
the Father the property of being Father, because 
He is the Sole Source of Godhead: to the Son the 
property of Sonship, seeing He alone is begotten: 
to the Paraclete the property of being Holy Ghost: 


1 Leont. Byzant. de Sectis, 1. (Migne, LXXXVI. 1196) 26. Iv. 0 
mapa tov Iarpos éxopeveras is interpreted 6 yévynua éorl rijs ovoias 
Tov Geo. 

2 Anastas. Sinait. Hodegus, c. 11. (Migne, LXXXIX. 60.) Cf. supr. ri 
mvedpa ;...doxnuaristos exmopeuty Umapkts. 


3 Cf, Fabric. (ed. Harles) x. 595—6. 
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for He hath a procession from the Father 
which is peculiarly His own!.”. The above is from 
a Latin translation: the Greek original appears not 
to have been printed as a whole, but the following 
fragment presents substantially the same view: opoov- 
ov éote Harp cai Tie Kat cuvaidioy ws del cuvuTTap- 
xov. 6 yap éatl THv ovciay 6 yerryoas Ilatnp Kal o 
yevvnbets ids, ToOUTO Kal TO IIvevpa TO “Ay.ov €oTu Kat 
womep 6 Tids €x ToD Ilarpos, ovTw Kal TO Ivedpa €€ 
aUTOV, 6 pev yeyevynevos, 610 Kal Tids* Td 5€ Exzropevd- 
bevov, Kat €ott Ivevpa paddov d€ yp héyew TOV meV. 
Tiov dei yervowevov, 70 Sé Lvevpa del exropevdpevor”. 
A second passage which is accessible in its Greek 
form comes nearer to. the Western or at least 
to the Alexandrian view: ravrn yap kat IIvevpa 
oTomatos avtTov (dnovdtt Tov Beov) 7d Ilvevpa 70 
“Ayuov déyeTat, oTdpaTos OVvTOS TOD Movoyevovs’ Kat 
Uvetpa mahw €€ attov éxopevdpevov Kal amoatehho- 
bevov ov pdvov mapa Tov Ilatpos ada Kal mapa Tov 
Tiov...kat pny 6 Kvpwos Servis avrd €€ atitod iadpyew 
enpuoar tots wabytais eheye, Ad Bere Ivedua “Ayvov®. 
The latent difference between East and West 
was at length brought to light by a fresh outbreak 
of Christological error at the beginning of the 
seventh century. Monothelitism, backed up by the 
Greek Emperor and the Patriarch of Constantinople, 
received a timid acquiescence if not a willing support 
from the Roman Pope Honorius. But on the death 
of Honorius in 638 the Roman See recovered its 
orthodoxy: John IV. and Theodore resisted the 
Eastern heresy, and the Lateran Council of 649 ana- 


* Anastas. Antioch. Or. 1. de SS. Trin. (Migne, LXXXIX. 1315 sq.) 

* Cited by Theodorus Lascaris de process. Sp. S. 1. 412—424. 

8 See Petavius de Trim, Vit. 8 Vo 10, "CE Pusey, Pref to S. Cyril, 
p- XXXV. . 
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thematized its supporters!. At this Western Council 
the Constantinopolitan Creed was recited without 
the Frltogue; the Greek and the Latin copies are 
equally free from the interpolation®, But the 
doctrine of the Fz/iogue was known to be widely 
prevalent in the West, and to have received the 
sanction of Bishops, and even of certain of the 
Popes themselves. To the Monothelite East, smart- 
ing under the Roman anathema, this apparent 
departure of the West from the ancient faith 
offered a not unwelcome opportunity of revenge. 
Murmurs were heard at Constantinople that in his 
synodical letter Pope Martin had stated that the 
Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son as well as 
from the Father. The fact comes to our knowledge 
through a fragment of a letter written by S. Maxi- 
mus to the Cyprian priest Marinus in the year 
655%. This fragment is doubly valuable, as supply- 
ing the earliest direct evidence of opposition to the 
Latin view, and as offering a concordat at the very 
outset of the controversy. S. Maximus is defending 
the orthodoxy of Pope Martin; even the Constanti- 


1 Gieseler, II. 174—35. 

* Mansi, 10, p. 1041. To ek rov Ilarpos éxmopevopevor, ex Patre pro- 
cedentem, are the words. 

3 Migne XCI. 133 sq. and Mansi, Io, p. 695. A Latin version of the 
fragment is found among the works of Anastasius Bibliothecarius 
(Migne, P. L. CXXIxX. 577 sq.) of which I subjoin the most important 
part. “Dixit [Papa], aiunt, procedere etiam ex Filio Spiritum Sanc- 
tum... Consonantia protulerunt testimonia Latinorum patrum necnon 
et Cyrilli Alexandrini...ex quibus non causam Spiritus Sancti Filium 
se facere monstraverunt. Unam enim norunt causam Filii ac Spi- 
ritus esse Patrem, alterius quidem secundum generationem, alterius 
vero secundum emissionem; sed ut hunc per eum prodire insinuarent 
et hinc substantiae communionem et indissimilitudinem demon- 
Strarentay.. Nullam nunc usque fecerunt apologiam quia nec abjec- 
tionem eorum quae ab eis introducta sunt.” For some interesting 
comments of Anastasius upon the letter of Maximus see the preface to 
his Collectanea addressed to John the Deacon (Migne, CXXIX. 560). 


> 
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nopolitans (he says) found only two points to attack in 
his synodical letter, one co the doctrine of the 
Incarnation, the other epi Qeodoyias, ort (pacir) 
cimey éxtopeverOar Kak TOD Tiod 76 Ivedpa 70 
"Aysov. This latter statement had been confirmed 
by quotations from Latin fathers and from Cyril of 
Alexandria, and its copeistency with the povapxior 
maintained: cupaivous mepayyaryey Xpyoes TOV 
‘Popaiwv tratépwy, ETL YE pny kat Kupiddou ’ AheEav- 
a lal \ 
Spelas ex THS Tovneions avT@ eis TOV evayyehLoTHY 
ay.ov "ladvuny iepas mpaypateias’ €€ av ovK aitiav Tov 
e\ a lal , A 2 \ > / 

Tidv movovvTas Tov IIvevpatos odas avrous amédevEav. 
- \ + (ied \ be \ S, 
play yap toaow Tov Kat Ivevpatos tov Ilarépa 
NF iF > so A 3 3 lal os ta X 
aitiav...d\X tva TO b0 avrtov mpoigvas Snldcact, Kat 
TaUTH TO Gvvades THS OVolas Kal aTapd\NaKTOV Tapa- 
otyawot. S. Maximus goes on to say that he 
had asked the Latins in vain for a more precise 
explanation of their dogma; it had become tra- 
ditional in the West: perhaps the difference of 
language might in part account for their inability 
to satisfy the Greeks: pefepunvede dé Ta oixeta, 
Tov Tas vmokhomas ydpw Siadvyeiy Tov vaoTuTT6V- 
TOV, KATH THY veTépay KéedevoW TapeKdreoa TOUS 
‘Papaious’ miyv eJovs Kexpatnkdtos ovTw Tove Kal 

Tp > fs) \ ) lal 1 ¥ \ 
OTEANELY OVK Oi0a TUXOV et TELTHEtey. addwS TE Kal 
\ \ vA , a 3 »¥ / 
TO na OvTwS duvac lat duaxpyBovv év ahdyn deé€eu 

a c aA aA Wa Bb) ial 2Q7 

TE Kal povy Tov éavTov voty aoTep ev TH dia 

‘ , , Ss \ € a > an > 
kat Opepapévy Kabdmep obv Kai nets ev TH Kal 
ec a“ yi e , . . . 
nas Tov nuerepov. For himself, Maximus evidently 
regretted the Latin terminology, and could have 
wished it withdrawn. His last words are almost 
a prophecy : reNHceTal Ae TTANTG@DC AYTOIC TEIPA THN ETTHDEIAN 
MABOYC! KAl H TEP] TOYTWN qpoNTic 2. 

q 


moteiev (Combefis, Migne). The emendation in the text is due 
to a friend. 


* The genuineness of this letter was disputed at Florence by some 
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So doubtful an apology is the more remark- 
able when we bear in mind the following facts. 
(1) It was to the interest of Maximus’s party 
to support the Roman Bishop and Council against 
the Monothelites. (2) Maximus had travelled in 
the West; he had visited Africa and Rome; and 
the terms of his letter shew that he was acquainted 
with the interpretation which the Western Churches 
affixed to the Procession of the Spirit from the 
Son. (3) The Fzliogue had not yet, as we have 
seen, been added to the Roman version of the 
Constantinopolitan Creed, and there is no reason 
to suppose that S. Maximus was aware of the 
Spanish interpolation; his difficulty therefore has 
regard to the statement itself, and not to its ir- 
regular introduction into an C£cumenical symbol. 
(4) Lastly, there is evidence to shew that Maximus 
himself entertained the opinion which he represents 
as differing in form rather than in substance from the 
doctrine of the West, viz. the essential derivation 
through the Son. Thus in answer to the question, 
«Since we can say ‘the Spirit of the Father and the 
Spirit of Christ, why may we not speak conversely 
of ‘the Father,’ ‘the Son, of the Spirit’?” he writes, 
"Oomep éotiv aitios Tov Adyouv o Novs, otras Kat Tod 
TIvevparos, dia péoov S€ Tov Adyov. Kat womep ov 
Suvdpcfa ciety Tov NOyov elvat THS PwvTs, OVTwS OVdE 
Tov Tidv déyew Tov Hvedparos'. Again in his discus- 


of the Latins. Mr Ffoulkes states the arguments against it in 
Christendom’s Divisions, il. p. 423 (note). On the other hand see 
Le Quien, Diss. Damasc. 1. § xi. (Migne, P. G. XCIV. 204), who points 
out that besides the weighty testimony of Anastasius, the impartial 
tone of the letter speaks strongly in its favour. The writer is obvi- 
ously not a partizan of either side, and no one but a partizan would 
have been likely to forge a letter on such a subject. 
1 Quaest. et dubia § xxiv. (Migne xc, 814). 
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sion of Zech. iv. 2, 3! the following very explicit 
avowal of the older Greek doctrine occurs: 70 yap 
Iveta 76 “Ayov womep pioe Kat ovolay virapxet 
Tov @eod Kat Ilatpos, o¥rws Kal TOU Tiod dvoe Kar 
ovaiay early ws €x TOD Tlatpds ovaotwdas Sv Tlov 
yerrnbertos appdotws éxropevduevov. We have had 
nothing so decisive from an Eastern since the age of 
S. Cyril, and we cannot but suspect that Maximus had 
felt the influence of the Western doctrine upon his 
own, But into the formal statement ‘the Holy Spirit 
proceeds also from the Son,’ he as distinctly refuses 
to follow the Latins: their meaning may be orthodox, 
but he is ataloss to justify their phraseology. It was 
not the Monothelites alone who disliked the Fz/ogue: 
Eastern Catholics had already begun to take excep- 
tion to it. We hear indeed no more of the complaint: 
Monothelitism was vanquished, communion between 
Rome and Constantinople restored, and the lesser 
controversy forgotten for the time. But from this 
time forth there existed a nucleus of theological 
dissension between the two great Patriarchates which 
only awaited a fitting opportunity for developing 
itself into an open schism. 

S. Maximus died in exile, a.D. 662, for his per- 
sistent confession of the Catholic Faith: eighteen 
years later the Faith triumphed at the Sixth C&cu- 
menical Council. From the proceedings of this 
Council and of the provincial synods which pre- 
ceded it we glean several interesting facts as to 
the state of the Procession-dogma both in East and 
West. We have records of three Western Synods 


* Quaest. ad Thalass. § LX11. (Migne, XC. 672). 

2 Pitzipios (’Lglise Orientale, p. 29) calls attention to the fact 
that the Greek Church commemorates S. Maximus as a Confessor 
on Jan, 21). 
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which were held in 679—8o to ascertain the mind 
of Latin Christendom upon the Monothelite con- 
troversy. In each of these documents the Proces- 
sion of the Holy Ghost is referred to, but with 
a singular difference of statement. The Archbishop 
of Milan and his suffragan Bishops drew up a 
profession of their faith in which the Procession 
from the Son is perhaps purposely ignored: the 
words are, “Cum nominamus Spiritum Sanctum, ab 
aeterni Patris persona eum procedere mon- 
stramus?.” From Rome, where, on March 27, 680, 
some 125 Bishops met under the Presidency of 
Pope Agatho, there came a synodical letter, in 
which, after declaring their intention to keep in- 
violate the terms of the Catholic Apostolic Faith 
as hitherto preserved and delivered by the Apo- 
stolic See, the Council adopts the words of. the 
Constantinopolitan Symbol, without the interpola- 
tion: “credentes...in Spiritum Sanctum domi- 
num et vivificatorem ex Patre procedentem?” 
On the other hand, from England during this same 
year, and in a document addressed to Agatho, we 
receive a statement of the procession from the Son 
more distinct than any hitherto put forth, if we 
except the professions of the Spanish Councils. 

The English Council was held at Bishop's — 
Hatfield (Haethfelth) on Sept. 17, 680%. It was 
assembled by Archbishop Theodore, apparently in 
obedience to the desire of the Pope, who had sent 
over John, Precentor of the Church of S. Peter's; 


1 Mansi, II, p. 206. 

2 76. p. 289. 

3 See Mansi 11. p. 176 sq.: Haddan and Stubbs, Councils, 111. 
p. 141 sq.: Dr Smith’s Dect. of Chr. Antigq. I. pp. 760—I. The 
original authority is Bede, ecc?. hist. IV. 17, 18 (Migne XCy. 108—200). 
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with a commission to report upon the state of reli- 
gious belief in the Church of England!. Doubtless 
there was reason to fear that the Monothelite error 
might have crept in, under the rule of a Primate 
whose birth and education were Greek. It was not 
without misgivings on the part of Pope Vitalian that 
Theodore of Tarsus had been consecrated to the 
see of Canterbury. His friend Hadrian had pro- 
cured the appointment only on the condition that 
he accompanied the new Archbishop to England 
and watched over his orthodoxy: “ut ei doctrinae 
cooperator existens (so Bede explains) diligenter 
attenderet ne quid illi contrarium veritati fidei 
Graecorum more in ecclesiam cui praeerat intro- 
duceret?.” Now that the crisis of the struggle be- 
tween the Faith and the Monothelite heresy had 
arrived, Agatho was naturally anxious to ascer- 
tain the result of Theodore’s twelve years’ epis- 
copate. He would have been glad to have secured 
Theodore’s presence at the Roman Council? ; fail- 


1 Bede, Z. c. “ intererat huic synodo pariterque catholicae fidei de- 
creta firmabat vir venerabilis Johannes, archicantator ecclesiae S. Apo- 
stoli Petri et abbas monasterii B. Martini, qui nuper venerat a Roma 
per jussionem papae Agathonis” partly to teach the English the Roman 
method of chanting, partly to report upon their spiritual condition: 
“aliud in mandatis ab apostolico papa acceperat, ut cujus esset fidei 
Anglorum ecclesia diligenter edisceret Romamque rediens referret.” 

2 Bede, Azst. eccl. Iv. 1. Theodore had received the Greek ton- 
sure: ‘‘quatuor expectavit menses donec illi coma cresceret quo in 
coronam tonderi posset: habuerat enim tonsuram more Orientalium. 
See Dean Hook’s Lives of the Archbishops, vol. 1. ch. 4. 

3 Mansi, II, 286. 7Ami€opev aad Bpetavvias Ocddapov tov avy- 
Sovdov judy kal cuvericKoroy, Tis weyadys vyoou Bperavvias dpyverioKkomoy 
kai @udocopoy. Dean Hook annotates (p. 149), ‘‘William of Malmes- 
bury (G. Pontif. lib. I.) understood the invitation as relating to the 
general Council.” But there is not a trace of this in Agatho’s words 
and when the Dean writes (p. 161) “ Theodorus...was...regardless & 
the Pope’s wish that he should attend as one of his representatives 
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ing that, he received with satisfaction the report 
of the Hatfield Council, which left no doubt as 
to the soundness of the faith professed by the 
Archbishop and the nation. This document is hap- 
pily preserved in part by Bede. It accepts the 
first Five Councils, Nicaea, Constantinople, Ephe- 
sus, Chalcedon, Constantinople II, and the Lateran 
Synod of 6491, at which the Roman Church had 
condemned the Monothelite doctrine. Then fol- 
lows this additional profession, “Et glorificamus 
Dominum nostrum Jesum sicut isti glorificaverunt, 
nihil addentes vel subtrahentes.. . glorificantes 
Deum Patrem sine initio et Filium ejus unigeni- 
tum ex Patre generatum ante saecula et Spiritum 
Sanctum procedentem ex Patre et Filio inenarra- 
biliter, sicut praedicaverunt hi quos memoravi- 
mus supra, sancti apostoli et prophetae et doc- 
tores. Et nos omnes subscripsimus, qui cum Theo- 
doro archiepiscopo fidem catholicam exposuimus.” 
From what source had the Bishops of England 
received the /7dzogue at this early period? It is not 
necessary to suppose that the Creed in its interpo- 
lated form had already made its way from Spain to. 
Britain : or even that the influence of the Spanish 
Councils had been felt here at all. It has been 
suggested that the presence in England of the 


at the Council of Constantinople (Mansi XI. 286),” he exceeds his 
authority and is probably in error. See Haddan and Stubbs, II. 
p- 141. Yet the statement that “the vith general Council waited 
for” Theodore is endorsed by Dr Pusey (pref. to S. Cyril, p. xxxvi). 

1 In the proceedings of this Synod, of which a copy had been sent 
to England by the Pope, the Constantinopolitan Creed occurred 
without the Fi/iogue (see p. 187 supr.). Yet in the face of this unin- 
terpolated Creed, the Synod of Hatfield ventured to enunciate the 
procession from the Son: so little was the ex Patre thought to exclude 
the ex £710. 


190 Origin and use of the Filioque 


Abbat Hadrian offers a more probable explanation’. 
Hadrian is thus described by Bede: “vir natione 
Afer, sacris literis diligenter imbutus, monasterialibus 
simul et ecclesiasticis disciplinis institutus, Graecae 
pariter et Latinae linguae peritissimus’.” He was a 
well-read theologian, a master of Greek, an Italian 
monk, an African by extraction and probably by 
early education. Trained in the school of S. Au- 
gustine of Hippo and S. Fulgentius of Ruspe’, 
he would regard the Procession from the Son as the 
legitimate and necessary consequence of the Proces- 
sion from the Father, and as a doctrine essential 
to the full apprehension of Catholic truth. His 
relation to Theodore, and his ripe knowledge of 
both languages, would place his authority high in 
the estimation of the Greek scholar, whose previous 
residence in Rome, acquaintance with Latin Church 
literature and obligations to the Roman Pontiff and 
to Hadrian, would predispose him to receive what 
he had learned to regard as the orthodox Western 
belief. If the unanimity of Theodore’s suffragans, 
to which Bede draws special attention‘, cannot be 
accounted for in the same way, may we not 

1So Mr Ffoulkes, 7he Athanastan Creed, pp. 203—4: adding, 
“in that it [the profession at Hatfield] affects to have been drawn 
from the Creed we must infer also that the interpolated Creed had 
been received in England.” The inference seems too hasty, and 
Mr Ffoulkes has modified it in his recent article on the Council in 
Dr Smith’s Dict. of Chr. Antiquities, where he writes : “‘the assertion 
of procession from the Son as well as from the Father...may seem 
to indicate that the interpolated form of the Creed had got into 
Britain by then; but it may be explained in another way.” The 
other way suggested is through the influence of Hadrian. 

2 Hist. eccl. WV. 1. Theodore is less enthusiastically described : 
“vir et saeculari et divina literatura et Graece instructus et Latine.” 

3 Dict. of Chr. Antigg. 1. p. 761. 


* Bede, 2c. “nos omnes subscripsimus :” 7zfr. “inventa est in 
omnibus fides inviolata Catholica.” 
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hazard the conjecture that the doctrine had been 
brought into Saxon England with Christianity itself 
by S. Augustine of Canterbury, who had heard it 
from the lips of S. Gregory the Great 1? Certainly 
on such a point it is more likely that Theodore 
would follow, than that he would lead, the national 
belief; and the tenacity with which the English 
Church has ever clung to the Filiogue? seems to 


See above, p. 157. S, Augustine of Canterbury was dead only 75 
years at the date of the Co. of Hatfield. 

* After the Synod of Hatfield we have no further trace of the 
Filiogue in England till the end of the next century, when the atten- 
tion of the English Bishops was very possibly recalled to the subject 
by the Council of Frankfort (794) at which several of them were 
present (see below, ch. 1x). The Cotton collection of MSS. con- 
tains a well-known volume (Cleopatra E. 1), which opens with a series 
of English Episcopal professions ranging from the year 796 to the 
time of S. Thomas the martyr. Of these documents, a majority of 
those which are anterior to the end of the 9th century offer statements 
of the writer’s faith in the Holy Trinity : and five, written between 798 
and 857, embody the Fz/zogue. (1) Denebert, Bishop of Worcester 
(798) cites the words of the Ouzcungue: “Spiritus S. a Patre et Filio, 
non factus nec creatus nec genitus, sed procedens.” (2) A nameless 
Bishop of Lichfield (circ. 832) and (3) Diorlaf, Bishop of Hereford 
(857), agree in the use of a formula which sounds like a paraphrase of 
the interpolated Constantinopolitan Creed: “Credo et in Spiritum 
Sanctum, procedentem a Patre et Filio, vivificantem universa quae in 
caelis et quae in terris sunt.” (4) Diorwulf, Bishop of London (839), 
writes, “ego confiteor...Spiritum Sanctum procedentem ex Patre et 
Filio.”” (5) Ethelwald, Bishop of Dunwich (845) :' “ credo...Sanctum 
quoque Spiritum ex Patre et Filio procedentem.” (Haddan and Stubbs, 
Ill. pp- 525—659). How intelligently as well as firmly the Augus- 
tinian view was held by the English Church before the Norman Con- 
quest apnears from such a passage as the following, taken from the 
Homilies of A¢lfric (ed. Thorpe, vol. I. p. 280): “ The Holy Ghost is the 
quickening God Who proceeds from the Father and the Son. How 
proceeds He from Him? The Son is the Wisdom of the Father, ever 
of the Father ; and the Holy Ghost is the Will of them both...Ever 
was the Holy Ghost, Who is the Will and Love of them Both.” The 
Cambridge MS. of these Homilies (circ. 1030) contains an A.S. version 
of the “Mass Creed” with the clause “Se geeth of tham Feeder and of 
tham Suna:” (Heurtley, farm. symb. p. 164). In mediaeval England 
the Filiogue was instilled with equal care into clergy and people, 
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suggest that in this island, as in Spain, the Western 
view of the Procession was received by the nation 
at its first conversion as an integral part of the 
Faith: that the Anglo-Saxons, like the Spanish Visi- 
goths, had never known any other expression of the 
mystery. 5S ee 

The Cécumenical Council began to sit on 
Nov. 7, 680, and ended on Sept. 16 of the 
next year. It is remarkable that among the pro- 
fessions of faith and synodical letters read at its 
sessions the English profession finds no place. 
Did it reach Rome too late to be forwarded? or 
was it withheld by the Pope lest the /7Hogue, 
already known to be unpalatable to the East, 
might provoke discussion, and hinder the work of 
reunion? It is conceivable that Agatho, whilst 
heartily concurring! in the belief of the English 


Every Bishop at his consecration was asked “Credis etiam Spiritum 
Sanctum...a Patre Filioque procedentem?” (Maskell, 7¢¢walia eccl. 
Angi. Il. p. 249). The dying man was taught that one of the essen- 
tials of the Catholic Faith was to believe “Spiritum Sanctum...a Patre 
et Filio pariter procedentem”: “si vis ergo salvus esse, frater (it was 
added), ita de mysterio Trinitatis sentias.” (Maskell, I. p..75.) One 
cannot open an English medizval sermon-book and turn to the 
sermons provided for Whitsuntide, without encountering an attack 
upon the Greeks, and a defence of the Latin view of the Procession. 
Finally, the English Reformation was so far from abandoning in this 
particular the lead of the medizeval Church, that it laid fresh stress 
upon the /2/zogue (1) by importing it into the Litany, where the ancient 
“Spiritus Sancte Deus” was in 1544 rendered “O God ,the Holy 
Ghost proceeding from the Father and the Son”: and (2) by giving 
it a place in the Elizabethan Articles of 1563 (Hardwick, Wisé. of the 
Articles, p. 127). Of late it has been urged by one of the greatest of 
living English theologians that to concede anything to the Easterns 
would be regarded by the mass of the English people as nothing less 
than an abandonment of the entire doctrine of the Holy Trinity, of 
which the Procession from the Son has come to be viewed as an 
essential part. 

* Of this there can be no doubt. The profession of Hatfield had been 
drawn up under the eye of Precentor John, the Pope’s special envoy : 
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Bishops, may yet have been unwilling to put a stum- 
blingblock in the way of his Eastern brethren. 

The documents actually read at the Council! 
included the Milan letter and the letter of Agatho 
already noticed, the latter bearing the signature of 
Wilfrid, Theodore’s opponent, who was at Rome 
when the Roman Synod was held, and subscribed for 
the Northern dioceses of England, for Scotland, and 
for Ireland?. Both of these Western expositions of 
doctrine were silent, as we have seen, upon the 
relation of the Holy Spirit to the Son, whilst both 
distinctly professed belief in His Procession from the 
Father. The former question was not so strictly ex- 
cluded in the Eastern professions. Macarius of An- 
tioch produced a paper, in which he reechoed the 
language of S. Gregory Thaumaturgus: mucrevo... eis 
70 Iveta to "Ayiov, 76 €x Tov TLarpos éxrropevopevov Kat 
dv Tiod mednvos, Snrady tots avOpdros®. It will 
be noticed that by this time the last words stood in 
the text of Gregory’s &kfeous, unless they were now 


and the document was received at Rome with universal approval: 
 exemplum catholicae fidei Anglorum (says Bede) Romam perlatum 
est atque ab apostolico papa omnibusque qui audiere vel legere gratan- 
tissime acceptum.” 

1 For an account of the proceedings at the Council see Dr 
Swainson, WV. and A. Creeds, 246—251, or the article on Councils 
of Constantinople in Dr Smith’s Dict. of Christ. Antiquities (1. 444). 

2 In the Concilia Wilfrid is made to sign himself “legatus venera- 
bilis synodi per Britanniam constitutae.” “The form of this sub- 
scription shews it to be the invention of the notary who drew up 
the acts of the Council, for it is contradicted by Eddius and Bede.” 
(Haddan and Stubbs, 1. p. 141.) Eddius (Vit. Wilfrid. c. LI.) gives 
the true form: “Wilfridus,..episcopus Eboracae civitatis...pro omni 
Aquilonali parte Britanniae et Hiberniae insulisque quae ab An- 
glorum et Britonum nec non Scotorum et Pictorum gentibus cole- 
bantur veram et catholicam fidem confessus est et cum subscriptione 
sua corroboravit.” (25. 140). 

3 Mansi II, 351. 
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added as a gloss by Macarius}. At the 11th session 
a synodical letter was read from Sophronius of Jerusa- 
lem [od. 636], who had been the earliest opponent 
of Monothelitism and the friend of Maximus the 
Confessor. It contained an original confession by 
the Patriarch. The following clauses relate to the 
Holy Ghost: movedw...eis &v IIvetpa “Aywv 70 éx 
@cod Marpds [diSias ?] éxmopevdspevor, 76 pas Kat Ocdv 
Kat atts yvopilopevoy Kal dv ddyGas Tlarpt Kat Tig 
cuvaldvov dpoovawy Te Kal omdpudoy Kal THs avTHs 
ovaias Kal dvcews, Ocattws dé Kat OedTnTOS ......€OTL 
pera ToD evar Oeds Hvedua”Ayov 70 vetpa TO“ Aytov 
Kat ovre Ilarip Oewpovpevov ovre Tids Lap Bavopevor, 
a\N bmep 6 Tarnp kar’ ovctay memiotevtan Kal omep 
6 Tids kata vow dyyédderar*. Further on a passage 
occurs which reminds us of S. Cyril of Alexandria: 
referring to the Insufflation, Sophronius says that 
Our Lord gave the Holy Ghost to the Apostles in 
virtue of the Homoousion: Iveta rovrows mapéyer 
Tavadyiov ws ovyyeves aVT@ Kat ouodudor. 

However, whether through the forbearance of 
the Westerns or the importance of the primary 
subject of discussion, nothing passed upon the ques- 
tion of the Procession; the Constantinopolitan Creed 
was recited by the Council in Greek, and of course 
in its uninterpolated form: the special ‘Definition’ 
which followed, and the synodical letter to Pope 
Agatho, contain no allusion to the doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit. The murmurs which S. Maximus 
had overheard, and in which he was half disposed to 


“The Monothelite, Macarius of Antioch, glossed ‘the Holy 
Spirit Who proceedeth from the Father and shone forth through 
the Son’ with the words ‘viz., to men.’” Dr Pusey (in the pref. 
to Mr P. Pusey’s E. Tr. of S. Cyril on S. Fohn, p. XLVI. note), 

2 Mansi 11, p. 466. 
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join, had died away before the Council, or were for- 
gotten in the joyful prospect of reconciliation, and 
the F7zlogue controversy seemed to have been 
strangled at its birth. In point of fact it was but 
suspended till the next outbreak of hostilities between 
Eastern and Western Christendom. Crowded out% 
by the pressure of the Monothelite disputes of the | 
Seventh Century, it reasserted its right to a hearing 
in the Iconoclastic troubles of the Bighth?, 


1 The “ber diurnus Romanorum Pontificum (Migne Cv. 44, sq.) 
contains certain professions of faith composed shortly after the sixth 
CGEcumenical Council (at the end of the 7th century or beginning of 
the 8th), and intended for use at the consecration of a Pope. In one 
of these we read, “ Dum de Patre Filius aeternaliter nascitur, Spiritus 
Sanctus de Patre procedere confirmatur; eundem Dei Filius de suo 
accipere perhibet, et in nomine suo mitti a Patre Spiritum Sanctum 
manifestat, et insufflando discipulis ‘ Accipite Spiritum Sanctum, 
utpote de se procedentem adnuntiat.” Another of these Papal 
Creeds declares “ Credimus...Patrem quidem ingenitum, Filium autem 
ex Patre unigenitum, Spiritum vero Sanctum nec genitum nec ingeni- 
tum, sed de Patre Filioque procedentem.” Thus the faith of the 
Roman See in reference to the Procession of the Holy Ghost was well- 
defined at this period and openly professed in the West, although a 
desire for peace may have led the Popes to suppress the /z/zogue in 
their intercourse with the Eastern Church. The Constantinopolitan 
Creed, however, retained its purity at Rome to a much later date. 
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THE FRANKS AND THE EASTERN CHURCH. 


iSov AAlkoy mop HAtkny VAnY dvanret 
S. James III. 5. 


Aumost coincidentally with the invasion of Spain by 
the Visigoths, the Franks had obtained a perma- 
nent footing in North Gaul!; but it was not before 
the end of the fifth century that the rise of the Mero- 
vingians and the baptism of Clovis (A.D. 496) con- 
verted a roving and pagan population into a settled 
Christian community. Unlike the Visigoths, the 
Franks learnt their Christianity from the lips of a 
Catholic Bishop, and their King, before his baptism, 
made a solemn confession of his faith in the Holy 
Trinity, It is not improbable that the Fzogue 
found place in this confession, dictated as it was by 
S. Remigius, whose contemporaries in the South of 
Gaul certainly regarded the Procession from the 
Son as an integral part of the Faith®. Indications 
are not wanting that the dogma was already re- 
ceived in France during the following century.’ The 
Frank Church History of S. Gregory of Tours 
[0d. 595] opens with a Creed in which a very promi- 


1 Gibbon, Decline &c., c. XXXI. 

2 Greg. Turon. Azst, Franc. 11. 31 (Migne LXXI. 227): rex omni- 
potentem Deum in Trinitate confessus, baptizatus est.” 

5 vid, supr. pp. 154 sq. 
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nent place is given to it. About to write the story 
of the Church’s conflicts with Pagans and heretics, 
this writer thinks it necessary first to evince his own 
soundness in the Faith by reciting the articles of 
his belief: “credo ergo,” he proceeds, “in Deum 
Patrem Omnipotentem, credo in Jesum Christum 
Filium suum unicum...credo Sanctum Spiritum a 
Patre et Filio processisse}.” A fragment of the 
Gallican liturgy, recently edited from a MS. written 
before the year 760, contains a contestatio which 
begins, “Omnipotens aeterne Deus, Pater, Unigeni- 
tus, Spiritus Sancte ex Patre et Filio mystica 
processione subsistens*®.” On the other hand it 
does not appear that the interpolated form of the 
Constantinopolitan Creed had found its way into 
Gaul at this time. A Paris MS. of the 8th century, 
known as the Gellone Sacramentary, presents a 
Latin version which gives simply ex Patre proceden- 
tem; and the Gelasian Sacramentary as used in 
France is said to have been equally free from the 
Spanish addition?. Nor (if we may believe Walafrid 
Strabo) had the Churches of Gaul and Germany 


1 hist. Franc. \. (prolog.) (Migne, 162), This profession is intro- 
duced with the words, “illud tantum studens ut quod in ecclesia credi 
praedicatur sine ullo fuco aut cordis haesitatione retineam.” Hence it 
appears that the /z/ogue was already preached in the Churches of 
Gaul before the end of the 6th century.—The Benedictine editor an- 
notates, “ Hanc particulam /7/zogue [in Gregory’s profession] habent 
omnes editi et MSS., cum codice Corbeiensi;” so that the reading 
may in this instance be regarded as tolerably certain, 

2 Mone, lateinische und griechische Messen, p.19: cf. p. 10. 

3 See Dr Swainson’s VV. and A. Creeds, p. 146 note: and cf. Gerbert, 
vet. liturg. Alemannica, p. 313: “in veteri expositione symboli pro 
catechumenis in Sacramentario Gallicano Bobiensi nulla adhuc mentio 
fit de processione ex ‘ Filioque.’...Deest etiam in sacramentario Ge- 
lasiano vulgato, in quo Graece et Latine legitur ad traditionem 
symboli ; itemque in psalterio Graeco MSco. San-Gallensi.” Cf. also 


Dr Heurtley’s Aarm. symbolica, pp. 158—160, 
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generally adopted the Spanish custom of singing the 
Creed at mass before the time of Charlemagne’: its 
liturgical use in this part of Europe is thought to have 
been confined at first to the administration of Bap- 
tism2, Thus even if the interpolated Creed was 
known in Gaul before the end of the 8th century, its 
influence upon the religious belief of the people was 
probably less than in Spain. 
_— Under the Carlovingian Pepin the acceptance of 
\ the Frlogue dogma by the Franks emerges into 
\ clearer light. France has the doubtful honour of 
| being able to claim the first Council at which the 
question was formally raised as matter of controversy 
_ between East and West. Unfortunately the records 
of the Council held at Gentilly (Gentiliacum), near 
Paris, in the year 767, have perished, and our know- 
ledge of its proceedings is derived from three 
chroniclers of the next century: Eginhard, the con- 
temporary and biographer of Charlemagne, Ado, 
Archbishop of Vienne (0d. 874), and Regino, Abbot 
of Prum (06. czvc. 908)*, The first and third of these 
writers tell us simply that the Council was held in 
consequence of dissensions having arisen between 
certain Greeks and Romans ‘upon the subject of the 
Holy Trinity and the religious use of images,’ Ado’s 


? Walafrid Strabo de red. eccl. c. 22 (Migne CXIV. 947), “apud 
Gallos et Germanos post dejectionem Felicis haeretici sub glorio- 
sissimo Carolo Francorum rectore damnati idem Symbolum latius 
et crebrius in missarum coepit officiis iterari.” Cf. however 
Mabillon’s remark (de /iturg. Gallicana, p. 7): “quod ergo Galli etiam 
regnante Carolo M. symbolum lecto evangelio recitaverint, id ex 
veteri ordine Gallicano videtur manasse.” 

? So Dr Caspari (cited in Dict. of Chr. Antig. art. ‘Creeds’). 

8 See Eginhard, Anal. (Migne civ. 386); Ado Vienn. Chrontcon 
(Migne CXXIII. 125); Regino Abbas, Chronicon (Migne CXXXII. Sa). 

* Eginhard says, “Orta quaestione de Sancta Trinitate et de 
sanctorum imaginibus inter Orientalem et Occidentalem ecclesiam 
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account is every way fuller: “facta est tunc tem- 
poris synodus anno incarnationis Domini pccixvu.; 
et quaestio ventilata inter Graecos et Romanos de 
Trinitate, et utrum Spiritus Sanctus sicut pro- 
cedit a Patre, ita procedit a Filio; et de sanc- 
torum imaginibus, utrumne fingendae aut pingendae 
erant in ecclesiis.” Assuming the trustworthiness of 
an episcopal chronicler who writes from Gaul not 
more than a century after the facts!, this brief state- 
ment is full of interest. We ask ourselves, who were 
these Greeks, and what brought them to the court of 
the Frank King? how, again, it happened that the 
question of the Procession was mixed up at Gentilly 
with a matter belonging to the Iconoclastic contro- 
versy? That controversy had broken out in the 
East some forty years before; but the crisis had 
been reached in 754, when the Emperor Constantine 
(Copronymus) held a Council at Constantinople 
which, claiming to possess C£cumenical authority, 
decreed the indiscriminate destruction of all images 
whether of Our Lord or of the Saints?. The answer 


(id est, Romanos et Graecos) rex Pippinus conventu in Gentiliaco 
villa congregato synodum de ipsa quaestione habuit.” Regino: “Rex 
in supra dicta villa synodum magnam habuit inter Romanos et 
Graecos de Sancta Trinitate vel [z. g., et: v. Ducange, s.u.] de sacris 
imaginibus,” 

1 There is really no valid reason for discrediting the statement of 
Ado (as Mr Ffoulkes has done, Dict. of Ch. Antig., art. ‘Co. of 
Gentilly’), It is true, of course, that “there is no proof that the 
dispute between the two Churches on the Procession of the Holy 
Ghost had [elsewhere openly] commenced before 767:” but we have 
noticed indications of a latent difference sufficient to explain the oc- 
currence of such a sudden outbreak whenever a favourable opportunity 
might present itself. Such an opportunity was probably afforded by 
the meeting at Gentilly: see below. 

2 See the records of the Council, preserved amongst the acts of the 
and Co. of Nicaea, 6th session (Mansi 13, p. 203 sq.). 
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of Rome was delayed till the year 7691, by which 
time Pepin had passed away, and the long reign of 
Charlemagne had begun. But in the interval the 
subject must have excited much attention in the 
West: and though under Charlemagne the Franks 
took an independent line with regard to the decisions 
of the Second Council of Nicaea, there is no reason 
to doubt that during the early stages of the contro- 
versy they would have been one with the Roman 
Church in condemning the rude iconoclasm of Copro- 
nymus and the Constantinopolitan synod*. Now we 
know that on more than one occasion during Pepin’s 
reign communications passed between Constantinople 
and the Frank Court?: in 757 an embassy con- 
veyed costly presents from Constantine to Pepin: at 
another time the Greek Emperor sought the hand 
of a Frank princess for his son Leo*. The negocia- 
tion proved unsuccessful, partly, as it seems, through 
the exertions of the Pope. Nothing is more likely 
than that if the ambassador of Copronymus fell in 
with the Papal legates at the court of Pepin, they 
would be taunted by the Romans: as eixovopdxou: 


1 It was then given in no doubtful terms by a Lateran Council 
which pronounced, “Si quis sanctas imagines Domini nostri Jesu 
Christi et ejus genetricis atque omnium sanctorum secundum SS. 
patrum statuta venerari noluerit, anathema” (Mansi 12, p. 720). 

* Neander, arguing against the supposition that the Frank Church 
under Charlemagne changed its front with regard to image-worship, 
admits that it would “have [had] to agree with the Roman [Church] 
in opposing the Greek destruction of images.” (Ch. Hist. V. p. 323. 
pPeadiAy 

3 Pagi on Baronius, anno 766, 

* See Cod. Carol. L. (Migne XcvitI. 258), where Pope Stephen III. 
writes to. Charlemagne, “Hoc, peto, ad vestri referre studete me- 
moriam, eo quod dum Constantinus imperator nitebatur persuadere... 
vestro genitori ad accipiendum conjugio filii sui germanam vestram 
nobilissimam Gisilam...... nec contra voluntatem apostolicae sedis 
pontificum quoquo modo vos audere peragere.” 
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nothing more likely than that if so attacked the 
Greeks would retort by resuscitating the charge of 
innovation in doctrine which had been cast in the 
teeth of the Roman Church as far back as the time 
of Maximus. With regard to the line taken by the 
controversialists at Gentilly we are left to mere con- 
jecture; unless it is safe to infer from the form of 
Ado’s statement? that the Greeks were as yet pre- 
pared to condemn only such a construction of the 
Filiogue as contradicted the Catholic doctrine of the 
poovapxia; and that the Westerns in their defence 
fell back upon the distinction already drawn by S. 
Augustine between the procession of the Holy Spirit 
from the Father and His procession from the Son. 
The discussion seems to have turned simply upon 
the doctrine: there is no reason to suppose that the 
interpolation of the Creed was thought of by either 
side at Gentilly. The -Greeks who were present, | 
possibly even the Latins, were ignorant of the fact. | 

Among the most strenuous opponents of the 
zconophobia created by Leo the Isaurian was a monk 
of Damascus, who has-won the honour of canoniza- 
tion both in East and West?, and whose theology, 
accepted by the West, has long been regarded in the 
East as the standard of orthodoxy’. S. John of 
Damascus [ 04, circ. 756] has happily left a full state- 


1 See above, p. 184. 

2“Utrum sicut procedit a Patre,ita procedit a Filio.” The 
question presented itself in the same form to Rusticus, more than two 
centuries before; and he interpreted the sicut...sic [=ita] as equi- 
valent to “ecodem modo guo—:” see above, p. 159. 

3 He is commemorated by the Latin Church on May 6, by the 
Greeks on Nov.29 and Dec. 4. Cf. Cave, #. 2. 1. p.482: Fabric. 6202. 
Gr. (ed. Harles), 1X. p. 682 sq. 

4 “The S. Thomas of the Eastern Church:” Neale, H.£. Ch. 
Intr. I. p. 1159. 
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ment of his belief as to the Procession of the Holy 
Ghost: a statement the more valuable because it 
gathers into one the scattered teaching of the earlier- 
Greek divines and presents the Eastern doctrine in 
a form which admits of easy comparison with the 
doctrine of the West, whilst it is beyond the suspicion 
of being animated by a hostile or controversial spirit. 
The following are the main points of his Pneumato- 
logy, gathered from the treatise De fide orthodoxa: 
~—> (1) The Holy Spirit is the Breath of God, which 
necessarily accompanies His Word'. Like the Word, 
He is a Person in the Divine Essence; a Svvapis 
ovoidsdys Tov Ilarpds mpoepyopérn Kat ev 76 Adyo 
dvatavonevn Kai avTov ovoa expavTiKyH' oUTE Xxwpic- 
Ojvar Tov Ocod &v G eat. Kal Tod Adyou @ cupmTapo- 
papret Suvapérn”. The Father alone is the airia 
avaizvos Ilarip tod Movoyevods, and the apoBodeds Tod 
IIvevparos®, The Father alone is ingenerate; the 
Son alone is generate: the Spirit alone, proceeding: 
the generation of the Son and the procession of the 
Spirit being alike é« rijs 708 Tazpés oboias: dua Se 
kal 1 Tod Tiod éx Tov Tarpos yérunous Kat 4 Tod “Aytou 
Tvevparos éxmdpevors*. (2) But if the Spirit, like 
the Word, has His Source in the Essence of the 
Father, yet it is through the Word that He is 
communicated to the creature, even as the sun’s 
light comes to us through the sunbeam: @oTep ek 
Tov HAiov pev y TE axTls Kat n €drapyus (avTds yap 
cori y myn THS dxtivos Kal THs ehAdprpews)* Sud re 

: u Rey. 0.1.7. (Migne XCIv. 804) det dé rév Adyov kal Hvedpua yew: 
kal yap 0 nuérepos Néyos ove Apoipds eote Tod TvEevpaTos. 
* Migne, 805. Cf. z/ra (Migne, 856): @eds kal 7d IIvetpa ro “Ayidy 
sort Suvauts dyarrini, evuToaratos, €k Tov Ilarpés ddvagrdras exropevomery 
kat ev Yi@ avamavoper ouoovoros Tarp kal Yid. 

3 Migne, 809. 

* Migne, 817, 824. 
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[dua de?] ris dxrivos 7 eANapais Nuly peradiSorat. 
Thus, whilst we do not speak of the Spirit as being 
from (out of) the Son, we call Him, nevertheless, 
the ‘Spirit of the Son’; we confess that through 
the Son He is manifested and conveyed to us; 
although the converse statement is not admissible: 
€x TOU Tiov 7d Ivetma ov éyomev, IIvedua Se 
Tiov dvopdlopev.....Tdv dé Tidy ovrte Tod Ivedpa- 
tos héyomev ovTe pny €x Tov Ivedparos'. (3) Further, 
though the Son is excluded from being in any sense 
the Cause or Principle of the Holy Ghost (udvos yap 
aitvos 6 Ilaryp)*, yet the €\Aapyus dc’ Tiod, which has 
been admitted, is inseparably connected with the éxzé- 
pevows: made apparent to us by the temporal Mission 
of the Spirit, it depends, nevertheless, upon the 
eternal order of the Life of God: the Father is 
Abyov yeryyTtwp Kat dia Adyou TpoBoheds exparto- 
pixod IIvedparos: the Holy Spirit is éxpavropucn rod 
Kpudiov THs Oedrntos Svvapis Tod Ilarpos, éx Harpos 
pev Se Tiod éxtopevopéry®. Thus the Holy 
Ghost is the Spirit of the Father as proceeding 


1 Migne, 833. Cf. de hymno Trisagio (Migne XCV. 60): ro Ivedya, 
évurdataroy éexmdpevpa kat mpoBAnpa’ ek Iarpos pev, Yiow dé, kat pr €& 
Yiod, és Ivedpa oropatos Geod, Adyou e€ayyeAtikov. 

2 Migne, 850. 

3 Migne, 848. Cf. dial. c. Manich. 5 (Migne, 1512), 6 Tarnp det fy, 
Zyov e& éavtod tov adtod Adyov Kal bid rod Adyou avrov e& avrov To 
Ilvetpa attod éxropevopevov, According to Basil (not writing however 
with a view to this subject) the difference between e& ot and 6v of is 
chiefly verbal: de Sp..S.v. €d’ dy SuapicOn To 8V ov Kupios NéyecOat, emt 
trav avrav TovTav To €& ob pereAnpn. Pitzipios (L’Eglise Orientale, 
I. p- 61) remarks that the Procession 8’ Yiod is repeatedly affirmed 
by the Greek service-books, He cites the following examples: 30 
yap morapos OedrnTos ek Tlarpds 8¢ Yiod mpoepxdpevor. Boor ns 7é 
*Ayov Geds aupdves kal avvOpovoy Tarpt kat Adye pr aosiet ty pas 
Umeprércoy ex poros exddprpar, €& davapxov Tlarpos kal ou Yiot_mpo- 
epxopevov. Pitzipios adds (infr. p. 115), “Ce qui donna motif aux 
peres de I’Eglise Orientale de faire usage...de l’expression dca rou 
Yiod...est le sens principal de la préposition ¢x.” 
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from, i.e., out of (é«) the Father :-and the Spirit of 
the Son as proceeding through, not out of, the Son, 
the Father being the common Source of Both: o 
eee myn Kal aivia Tiod Kal “Ayiou Livcotarosea? 
70 Ilvevpa TO 2 oie TOU Tlatpos as €K TOU 
Ilatpos €xzropevdpevor. .. Kat Tiod S¢ Ivedpua, ody os 
é€€ atrod, d\N ds 80 adtrod ex tov Tarpos 
éxtopevdpevov, (4) Lastly, the meaning of pro- 
cession ‘through the Son’ is illustrated by two 
familiar figures. (a) The Spirit is the Image of 
the Son, as the Son is the Image of the Father: 
eixav Tod Ilatpos 6 Tids, Kat Tov Tov 70 IIvevpa, 
8? 08 6 Xpiords voixdy advOpdry Sidswow avtT@ 76 
kar’ eixdva2, (6) As the Spirit is the middle term 
between Generate and Ingenerate, so on the other 
hand it is through the Son that the Spirit is knit 
to the Father—i.e., the life of the Father may 
be regarded as flowing through the Son into the 
Spirit: eds To Lvedua 7d “Ayrov pécov Tov ayevvy- 
Tov Kal Tov yevvnrodv, Kal dv Ttov 7@ Tarp 
CvvamrTopmevov 

It might have been hoped that an exposition 
of the Eastern Pneumatology, so careful and yet 


1 Migne, 849. This chapter (de f 0. I, 12) is missing in the most 
ancient MSS., but was received as genuine by Johannes Veccus and 
Georgius Scholarius: Migne, 845: cf. Neander, Azst. of Dogma,l. 
435. With the last clause of the quotation cf. hom. in Sabd. 4 (Migne 
XCVI. 605) rod Yiod A€yerae ds SV avrod avepovpevoy Kal TH xTice 
peradidopevoy, GAN ovK €& avtov €xov thy Umapésuy. 

2 Migne, 855. On the theological import of eixav, cf. Dr Light- 
foot’s exhaustive note on Coloss. i. 15. 

3 gid. Cf. Dr Pusey’s remark (in the pref. to S. Cyril on S. John 
(E. Tr. p. xxxix.): “ Although those among whom he [S. John Damas- 
cene]| lived had dropped the expression ‘from,’ it is clear that he 
himself held the ‘through’ in no other sense than the old Greek 
fathers, of the mode of existence of the Holy Trinity, and that he 
rejected the ‘from’ as involving in his conception, the denial of the 
monarchia.” 
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so temperate, set forth in the 8th century by a 
theologian whom East and West united to honour, 
would go far to prevent a serious conflict of opinion 
upon this point between the Latin and Greek 
Churches. Neander has pointed out that the doc- 
trine of S. John of Damascus presents the “point 
of mediation by which the two Churches may come 
together?,” and a living Catholic theologian has 
sagaciously adopted the writings of Damascene as the 
basis of a practical scheme which still excites the live- 
liest hopes among the friends of reunion. But theage 
which followed the death of their author was an era 
of controversy, not of conciliation, and at the time 
the voice of the peacemaker was lost in the noisy 
strife of combatants. 

A year after the Council of Gentilly the death of 
Pepin made way for the accession of Charles the 
Great, whose long reign [768—814], momentous in 
its influence upon the politics, the social condition, 
and the literature of Europe, was equally fruitful in 
the field of theology. Himself no mean theologian, 
Charles was surrounded by a circle of divines drawn 
from the principal schools of Western Christendom; 
Alcuin, Theodulf, Paul Warnefrid, Paulinus, met at 
the Frank Court—a band of scholars, who, under 


1 Ch. Hist. vi. pp. 294—5. Cf. supr. “The great dogmatist 
of the Greek Church, John of Damascus, laid down this doctrine in 
his doctrinal system according to its peculiar form in the Greek 
Church, yet he did it in such a way as to leave room for a middle 
course? A full and careful summary of Damascene’s doctrine on this 
point will be found in de trinitarische Lehrdifferenz, pp. 10o9—120. 

2 See above, p. 3, note 2. The saving clause in the Bonn state- 
ment—“in Sinne der Lehre der alten ungetrennten Kirche,” 
will, it may be hoped, prevent the Easterns from regarding the scheme 
as a concession to the modern Greek view which confuses the ‘ Pro- 
cession through the Son’ with the ‘Temporal Mission.’ 
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Charles’s patronage, could afford to be independent 
at times even of Papal decisions. Three questions 
of theological controversy engaged the attention of 
this powerful Western faction: the religious use of 
Images ; the Adoptionist heresy : and (in connection 
sometimes with the former, sometimes with the 
latter of these two points) the doctrine of the Pro- 


__ cession of the Holy Ghost. 


In the East a strong reaction in favour of Image- 
worship had set in under the auspices of the 
Empress Irene, and Tarasius, the new Patriarch of 
Constantinople. A correspondence was opened 
between the Patriarch and the Pope, which led to 
the assembling of a great Council at Nicaea in the 
year 787. Into the wisdom of the conclusion arrived 
at by this Council or into its claim to G£cumenicity, 
it is unnecessary to enter here: we have simply to 
note the position which it took up with reference to 
the doctrine of the Procession. Speaking roughly, 
it seems to have sanctioned alike the old Constanti- 
nopolitan statement of the Procession, in which no 
reference was made to the Person of the Son, and 
the phrase which had so commonly obtained amongst 
orthodox Greek theologians, and of which S. John 
of Damascus had been the latest exponent, “from 
the Father through the Son.” At the 3rd Session 
a letter was produced which had been addressed 
by Tarasius, when entering upon office, to the other 


_Patriarchs of Christendom. It contained the 
| words, Tuorevw...eis 76 veda 76 “Ayiov, To Kvpiov 


kat Cworo.ovy, 70 €k Tov Ilarpos Sv’ Tiod exmopevdpevov!. 
Both the Pope and the Eastern Patriarchs had 
expressed their approval of this profession ; and the 


Mansi 12, 1122. 
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Council added its formal acceptance!. On the other 
hand, no exception was taken to the synodical pro- 
fession of Theodore of Jerusalem and the Bishops 
of Palestine, although they were content to say, 
Tluorevopev eis €v Iveta “Ayiov 70 didiws éx Tov 
ILatpos éxropevopevov kat dv adhyOas Iarpi kal Tio 
guvald.uv opoovaidy Te Kal ouddvror, Kal THS avTHS 
ovotas Kal dvcews, OoatTws Sé OedtnTos?. And at its 
closing Session the Council itself recited the unin- 
terpolated Creed®, prefacing the recital with the 
emphatic declaration, Ovdev ddarpotper, oddév poori- 


Oepev’ adda wdvta TA THS KaDodKNS ExKAnotas apetwra 


Siadvidrropev*. There is no reason, however, to 


suppose that these words were directed against the 


1 Mansi, 1154: waca7j...dyia civodos...rov veri dvayvacbevta xaptny, 
Spov épbodo€ias...Tapaciov dvra, arodéxopevot orotxovpev. 

2 Mansi 12,1136. In another Creed recited at Nicaea the Pro- 
cession was omitted altogether. Basil, Bishop of Ancyra, upon 
submitting to the prevalent doctrine of image-worship, professed his 
faith in the Holy Trinity as follows: mired kal Gpodoyd els &va Ocov 
Ilarépa matroxpdropa, kai eis &va Kupiov “Inoodv Xpiorov tov Yiov avrod 
rov povoyery, Kai eis TO “Aytov Tvevpa To Kupiov kat Cworodv’ Tpiada 
Spoote ov Kai 6uéOpovov. No exception was taken to this confession by 
Tarasius or by any other member of the Council : see Mansi 12, Iolo. 

3 At Florence it was stated that an old MS. copy of the Latin 
acts exhibited Fi/iogue (Mansi 31, 550). The addition may very 
possibly have been due to the zeal of some Western copyist in or after 
the Photian age. Photius makes much of the fact that six Cicu- 
menical Councils in succession had been content with ék tov Iarpés : 
Mystagog. § 5 (Migne CII. 285): ris elme Tay lepay Kal mept@vipeov 
marépov nuay To Lvetpa tov Yiov éxrropeveo Gat; ota ovodos;...eboypd- 
ricev evOds TG olkoupertkav Kal dylov émrd ovvddev 7 Sevtépa To Ty. rd 
“,. éx rod Ilarpos éxmopevecOat' duvedeEato 4 Tpirn’ eBeBalocey 7 
rerdpty’ aipynpos ) méunTy karéotn ouvekipuéev 1 extn’ enerppayioev 
haympas dyovicpacw 7 €Bddpn. 

4 Mansi 13, 376. The recitation was followed by an anatou 
against Arianism and Macedonianism : Bdchurrépela ee a dpadejuae 
ricopev ”Apetov...Maxeddmidy Te kal rovs mept avrov Kados dvopacbévras 
Tvevparopdyous. Were these points of agreement purposely put for- 
ward with the view of shutting out minor differences ? 
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Filioque. No Eastern at Nicaea breathed a word 
upon the subject of the tpooOj«y; the Westerns who 
were present discreetly forbore to mention it. All 
were content to have succeeded in reversing the 
iconoclastic decrees of the Constantinopolitan Synod 
of 754: to the Patriarch Tarasius it seemed as if 
East and West were now lastingly united in the 
bonds of a true faith: 7 ¢udoveikia wéravtar (he ex- 
claimed), kat 76 pecdtouyov pO THs ExOpas’ avatohn 
yap, Stats, dpxtos, kat peonuBpia, vo Cvyov eva Kat 
pilav cupdaviay yeyovaper!. 

The joy of the good Patriarch proved to be pre- 
mature. Though the proceedings of the Nicene 
Synod had received the consent of Rome, they failed 
to commend themselves to the Frank theologians. 
Whether their rejection by Charles was owing in 
part at least to political circumstances, is uncertain ; 
that under Charles’s influence they were rejected 
by the West, with the solitary exception of the 
Roman Church, seems tolerably clear. A letter is 
extant in which Pope Hadrian I. sets himself to 
answer a capetulare which had been sent to Rome 
by Charles upon the receipt of the Nicene decrees”. 
It contained a string of objections to various state- 
ments made or allowed by the Council. First 
among these, strangely enough, there comes a 


1 Mansi 12, 1153. The Council responded: Adéa cor 6 Geds 6 
évacas rpas. 

2 Migne XCVIII. 1257. (Mansi 13, 760). Charles had entrusted 
this document to a confidential and experienced servant of the court : 
“praeterea directum a vestra...potentia suscepimus fidelem famili- 
arem vestrum, videlicet Engelbertum abbatem et ministrum capellae, 
qui paene ab ipsis infantiae rudimentis in palatio vestro enutritus est 
et in omnibus consiliis vestris receptus...Edidit nobis capitulare 
adversus synodum quae pro sacrarum imaginum erectione in Nicae 
acta est.” 
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demurrer to Tarasius’s doctrine of the Procession : 
“quod Tarasius non recte sentiat qui Spiritum Sanc- 
tum non ev Patre et Filio secundum Nicaenum 
symbolum, sed ev Patre per Filium procedentem in 
suae credulitatis lectione profiteatur.” The Pope’s 
reply took no notice of the fact which Charles had un- 
consciously disclosed, that the Franks were now in 
the habit of using the interpolated Creed ; yet without 
condemning the interpolation, still less the Western 
doctrine, Hadrian reasserted against Charles the 
orthodoxy of the Patriarch’s phraseology, and its 
consistency with Catholic belief: “hoc dogma 
Tarasius non per se explanavit, sed per doctrinam 
sanctorum patrum confessus est.” The per Pilium 
was certainly permissible, for it had been taught not 
only by S. Athanasius and S. Basil in the East, but 
by the greatest of Western fathers, by S. Hilary, 
S. Ambrose, S. Augustine himself: it was part of 
the traditional belief of the Roman see: “respon- 
sum reddidimus, non quemlibet (absit) hominem 
defendentes, sed olitanam traditionem sanctae catho- 
licae et apostolicae Romanae ecclesiae priscam 
praedecessorum nostrorum sanctorum  pontificum 
sequimur doctrinam.” 

The cafitulare conveyed to Hadrian by Engel- 
bert seems to have formed the nucleus of the 
famous Lzbrz Carolinz’, which appeared under 


1 Cf. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, b. 111. p. 671: “dass aber die nach 
Rom gesandten Capitula ein auf der Synode zu Frankfurt gefertigter 
Auszug der /ééri Carolini seien, wie Petavius vermuthete, méchte ich 
weniger annehmen, und halte fiir wahrscheinlicher, dass unsere Caro- 
linen eine etwas spatere von Carl befohlene Ueberarbeitung und 
weitere Begriindung der urspriinglich viel kiirzeren, nur in einzelnen 
Satzen bestehenden cafztula seien, und dass Form und Text dieser 
gerade so waren, wie sie uns noch jetzt in dem Antwortschreiben 
Hadrians entgegentreten.” 


Ss. 14 
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Charles’s name! about the year 7902, The third of 
these books enters at considerable length upon the 
Procession-doctrine of Tarasius. It is curious to 
see how completely the great defender of the 
Western interpolation anticipates the East in 
throwing upon his opponent the charge of having 
added to the Catholic Faith. ‘Had Tarasius merely 
omitted the /z/ogue, he would not have complained: 
many had done so who nevertheless believed the 
fuller doctrine of the Universal Church. The point 
of the Patriarch’s offence lay in appending the fer 
Filium, which presented quite another view of the 
Spirit’s relation to the Son’: “alteram namque vim 
habet ex praepositio, et alteram fer.” The per F2lieum 
was dangerous, inasmuch as (1) it was ambiguous; 
whereas ambiguity is never more to be deprecated 


1 From Simeon of Durham (an annalist of the 12th century, but 
probably deriving his account from an 8th century record) we learn 
that in 792 a copy of the Nicene acts was sent to England by 
Charlemagne, and that the English Bishops entrusted their reply to 
Alcuin: “contra quod scripsit Albinus epistolam ex authoritate Divi- 
narum scripturarum mirabiliter affrmatam; ilamque cum eodem 
libro et persona Episcoporum ac Principum nostrorum regi Francorum 
attulit.” Cf. Hardwick, Ch. Hist. of the Middle Ages, p.'78 : Haddan 
and Stubbs, U1. pp. 468—9. Haddan and Stubbs say, “ It is probable 
that Alcuin as being the most learned man at the Frank Court...had 
a share in the composition of the Lzbvz Carolini, and possible that 
that work was based upon Alcuin’s letter mentioned in the text.” The 
latter supposition, however, must be abandoned, if the Lzd7z Caroling 
are held to have been written in 790. See next note. 

2,So at least we gather from the preface, which says of the 
Nicene Council,’ “ Gesta praeterea est ferme ante triennium et altera 
synodus illis in partibus.” (Migne XCVIII. 1003.) Cf. Hefele, 111. 
p. 653. 

3 Libr. Carol. Wt. 3 (Migne XCviil. 1117): “quod Tarasius non 
‘ex Patre’ tantum (sicut quidam qui quamquam eum ex Filio 
quodammodo tacuerint tamen ex Patre et Filio procedentem omnino 
crediderint) ; neque ‘ex Patre et Filio’ (sicut omnis universaliter 
confitetur et credit ecclesia eum procedere) ; sed ‘ex Patre per 
Filium’ in suae fidei professione confessus est.” 
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than when it occurs in definitions of the Faith!: (2) it 
had an Arian tendency, since the Arians used the same 
phrase to express their doctrine of the Spirit being the 
creature of a created Son: (3) it was unauthorized: 
“dum...ex Patre et Filio ab omni catholica ecclesia 
procedere credatur, quaerendum est utrum necesse 
siteum per Filium a Patre et non potius ex Patre 
et Filio procedere profiteri, cum hujuscemodi pro- 
fessio neque in Nicaeno neque in Chalcedonensi 
symbolo a sanctis patribus facta inveniatur”...... 
“per Filium eum a Patre procedere profiteri synodi- 
cae confessioni inusitatum est.” In any case (the 
Caroline writer concludes) the language adopted by 
Tarasius ought not to be forced upon the Church : 
“sufficiat hoc credere, hoc firmiter tenere, hoc toto 
corde fateri, Patrem ingenitum, Filium genitum, 
Spiritum vero Sanctum nec creatum nec genitum, 
sed ex Patre et Filio procedentem; ita duntaxat ut 
in confessione fidei omnes operationes, omnes ver- 
borum novitates caveantur et his verbis hisque sen- 
tentiis fidelium confessio roboretur quae sanctae et 
universales synodi in Symbolo taxaverunt.” 

But neither the capztulare nor the fuller refuta- 
tion of the Nicene decision offered by the Caroline 
Books satisfied the zeal of Charles. In the year 794 
he succeeded in bringing together at Frankfort an 
assembly at which Bishops were present from Italy, 
Gaul, Aquitaine, and Britain”, as well as from every 


1 “Multo magis fidei definitio dilucida et perspicua et omni am- 
biguitate sive tortuositate carens esse debet”—a characteristic 
sentiment. 

2 So Charles himself affirms in the letter to Elipandus: “necnon 
et de Britanniae partibus aliquos ecclesiasticae disciplinae viros 
convocavimus:” zzfra: “tenet et tertius libellus orthodoxam sanc- 
torum patrum episcoporum et virorum venerabilium fidem, qui in 
Germaniae Galliae Aquitaniae et Britanniae partibus dignis Deo 
deserviunt officiis.” Alcuin certainly took part in the proceedings, 
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part of Germany. Two episcopal legates, whose 
names are recorded, but of whose sees no mention 
is made, appeared on behalf of the Pope, and are 
represented as having subscribed the acts of the 
Council!. The accounts of this great Western Council 
are meagre and perplexing: but it seems that two 
controversies occupied the special attention of the 
Bishops—Adoptianism, and the question of Icon- 
worship. On both points the Council was unanimous. 
All agreed to reject the heresy of Elipandus and 
Felix: all refused submission to the Nicene decree; 
‘““omnimodis adorationem et servitutem renuentes 
contempserunt atque consentientes condemnave- 
runt.” Attached to the Frankfort Canons in the 
Concilia is a collection of four important documents 
bearing upon the former of these questions: a letter 


but as an expert; cf. capztulare Francoford, c. LIV.: “Commonuit etiam 
ut Alcuinum ipsa sancta Synodus in suo consortio sive in orationibus 
recipere dignaretur, eo quod esset vir in ecclesiasticis doctrinis erudi- 
tus.” Haddan and Stubbs (Ill. pp. 481—z2), after quoting the above, 
say, “ It is quite possible that he may have participated...... as a repre- 
sentative of the English Church.” The words of the capztulare seem 
to me to exclude this view. 

1 So Eginhard (Ammal.a.794. Migne CIV. 445—5) :.“‘adfuerunt 
etiam in eadem synodo et legati S. R. E., Theophylactus ac Stephanus 
episcopi, vicem tenentes ejus a quo missi sunt Hadriani papae.’ Mr 
Ffoulkes (Dict. of Chr. Antig. I. p. 690) suggests that the legates of the 
Pope may have left before the discussion on Icon-worship began. Both 
the Annalists and Charles (£4, ad Elipand.) claim the consent of the 
Papal legates only for the condemnation of Adoptianism : but, on the 
other hand, not a word is said of their withdrawal from the Council. 

* This account is confirmed by Eginhard, Amal. a. 794 (Migne, 
Zc.) “ Synodus etiam quae ante paucos annos in Constantinopoli 
(séc) sub Herena [v./. Irene] et Constantino filio ejus congregata et ab 
ipsis non solum septima verum etiam universalis est appellata ut nec 
septima nec universalis haberetur dicereturve, quasi supervacua in 
totum ab omnibus abdicata est.” Similarly the Annales Laurissenses 
(Migne, zéid.): “pseudosinodus Graecorum quam falso septimam 


vocabant et pro adorandis imaginibus fecerunt, rejecta est a ponti- 
ficibus.” 
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from Pope Hadrian to the Bishops of Spain: a 
libellus episcoporum Ltaliae contra Elipandum, which 
was sent in the name of the Archbishop of Milan 
and the Bishops of Liguria, Istria, &c., but had been 
composed by Paulinus, Patriarch of Aquileia!; a 
Synodical Epistle to the Spanish Church from the 
Bishops of Gaul and Germany; and lastly, an Epistle 
to Elipandus from Charlemagne himself. Three of 
these compositions distinctly assert the F2dogue. 
The Pope’s testimony is express : “ Spiritus ....Sanc- 
tus cum....ex Patre Filioque essentialiter procedat, 
quo pacto credi potest super Deum [sc. Filium] de- 
scendisse....a quo ineffabiliter semper procedit ?” 
Paulinus writes that the Catholic doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity provides for the distinction of the Persons “ita 
sane ut alius credatur Pater, quia Pater est.... et 
alius credatur Filius, quia Filius est....et alius cre- 
datur Spiritus Sanctus, quia Spiritus Sanctus est et a 
Patre Filioque procedit?.” In Charlemagne’s letter 
the Procession from the Son is twice affirmed in the 
course of a profession which ends with the words, 
“Haec est fides catholica et ideo nostra®,” 

At Frankfort the /7/éogue was referred to inci- 
dentally ; at Friuli, two years later‘, the interpolation 
of the Creed was-for the first time openly defended 
before a Synod of the Church, The Council of Friuli 
(the Venetian Forum Fulic) seems to have been a 
provincial gathering of the suffragans of Aquileia. 


1 This is implied in the wording: “Ego Paulinus licet indignus 
peccator...una cum reverendissimo et omni honore digno Petro 
Mediolanensis sedis archiepiscopo.” 

2 Mansi 13, 878. 3 Mansi, 905—6. 

4 ap. 796: cf. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, 111. 674, note: “nicht 
791 wie nach Baronius die Meisten annahmen. Das 23. Jahr Carls, 
das in Protokoll dieser Synode genannt ist, muss vom Anfange seiner 
Herrschaft in Italien gerechnet werden, da diese Synode eine italische 


ist. Pagd, ad ann. 791, 6 sqq.” 
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Paulinus presided, and opened the proceedings with 
a long address upon dogma which bears the mark of 
careful preparation. Its tone is apologetic; its 
apparent aim is to secure the acceptance by the 
Patriarchate of the interpolation which the less re- 
mote provinces of the Frank Empire had already 
embraced. The Patriarch begins by remarking 
that the first duty of the Council was to lay the 
foundations of a sound faith. In attempting this, 
their work must be tested at every step by the 
Creed—the plumb-line of the spiritual builder’. By 
the Creed he meant that inviolable form of belief 
which had been composed with the aid of the Holy 
Ghost by the fathers of Nicaea and Constantinople. 
Later Councils had forbidden the drawing up of any 
other symbol; nor was he about to commit or suffer 
a breach of this rule: “non alteram componere vel 
docere fidem consentio, sed eam quae a sanctis patri- 
bus traditam omnia sinceriter saecula susceperunt.” 
But for the sake of the unlearned, it was allowable to 
expound the necessarily brief and terse language of 
the ancient formula. The original Nicene Creed 
had stopped short with the words, “And in the Holy 
Ghost”: all that followed was added by the fathers 
of Constantinople; yet the identity of the Creed had 
not been lost through an addition which was simply 
an expository gloss: “suppleverunt quasi exponendo 
eorum sensum, et in Spiritum Sanctum confitentes 


? Mansi 13, 835: “primum ergo visum est mihi in primi ordinis 
fronte ipsum textum symboli...quasi lineam in directum normulatim 
aequo moderamine in fundamenta hujus spiritalis aedificii mole 
intrinsecus ac forinsecus tendere, ut coaequata juxta illius rectitudinis 
normulam tota nostri operis fabrica hinc inde Catholicae fidei libratim 
submissa perpendiculo, rectius ad altiora excrescens, convenienter in 
utroque pariete aequis disputationum metita funiculis, in summa 
scientiae arte perfectionis culmen veridicis assertionibus fulciatur,” 
&c., &c. 
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se credere dominum ac vivificatorem ex Patre pro- 
cedentem.” In the same way, when at a later time 
heresy began to whisper that the Spirit proceeds 
from the Father alone, to the exclusion of the co- 
essential Son, the meaning of the Creed had been 
further expounded by the addition of Fitogue!. We 
do not blame the Constantinopolitan fathers for 
introducing into the Creed the doctrine of the 
procession from the Father which they drew from 
the Gospel of S. John. Nor should censure fall 
upon those who upon similar authority filled up 
the outline more completely. The /2dzogue is in- 
volved in the Homoouston which was taught in the 
original Creed: “si ergo inseparabiliter et substan- 
tialiter est Pater in Filio et Filius in Patre, quo 
pacto credi potest ut consubstantialis Patri Filioque 
Spiritus Sanctus non a Patre Filioque essentialiter 
et inseparabiliter semper procedat?”’ It follows that 
the shorter and the fuller forms of the Creed are 
equally sound, equally defensible: “quam catholice 
et sancti patres....a Patre Sanctum Spiritum 
procedere sunt professi! quam gloriose et illi qui 
eum ex Patre Filioque procedere confitentur*.” At 
the end of this elaborate defence we have the 
“textus symboli”—the interpolated Latin, of course, 
followed by the Patriarch’s own exposition of its con- 
tents. In the latter we read, “Spiritus Sanctus verus 
Deus, vere et proprie Spiritus Sanctus est, non geni- _ 


1 “Sed et postmodum propter eos videlicet haereticos qui 
susurrant Spiritum Sanctum solius esse Patris et a solo pro- 
cedere Patre, additum est: ‘qui ex Patre Filioque procedit.” One is 
curious to know to whom Paulinus refers, and whether he had any 
distinct theory as to the date of the interpolation. His address gives 
no information on these points, Walch (fst. Contr., p. 23) under- 
stands him to be defending the Fi/iogue against the Greeks. 

2 The same view had been taken in the Caroline Books: sur. p. 210, 
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tus nec creatus, sed ex Patre Filioque intemporaliter 
et inseparabiliter procedens....non est personaliter 
Pater vel Filius, sed de utroque procedit.” 

The Patriarchate of Aquileia appears to have 
accepted the interpolation without a murmur. But 
before long it began to provoke angry controversy 
in the East, to which the Latin Creed had now been 
carried by Frank settlers. 

In the month of November, 809, the Emperor? 
held a great council at Aix-la-~Chapelle (Agzzs- 
grant) for the express purpose of coming to a de- 
cision upon the Fz/éogue question. “Imperator, de 
Arduenna Aquas reversus (writes Eginhard), mense 
Novembrio consilium habuit de processione Spiritus 
Sancti2.” “In qua synodo (adds Ado of Vienne) 
quaestio agitatur utrum sicut procedit a Patre, ita 
procedat a Filio®.” From these accounts Pagi in- 
ferred that at Aix, as at Gentilly, the discussion 
turned upon the point of doctrine only, not upon the 
interpolation’. But that the latter was the real, if 
not the acknowledged subject of the Aix debate, is 

1 It is significant that the beginning of the /Azogue troubles 
almost synchronizes with the rise of the Western Empire. Cf. 
Ffoulkes, Chr. Div. UW. p. 398: “A new era had dawned with the 
division of the Empire, with the Christmas-day A.D. 800 that wit- 
nessed the coronation of Charlemagne as Emperor of the West. The 
Empire which had long been disintegrating was rent asunder at last, 
and united Christendom, was it destined to weather the political earth- 


quake...... and remain one? This was in reality the problem which 


those simple monks of Mt. Olivet...were the first to agitate, and 
Charlemagne to consider.” 


2 Migne CIv. 472. : 

3 Migne CXXIII, 132. Ado adds, “Cum regula et fides ecclesiastica 
firmet Spiritum S. a Patre et Filio procedere non creatum non genitum 
sed Patre et Filio coaeternum et consubstantialem. Nomen autem 
processionis a Patre et Filio in Apocalypsi ita aperté est positum 
[quoting Rev. xxii. 1].” Cf. sudr. p. 8, note 2. 


* In annales Baronii a. 802. Baronius had taken the opposite 
view. 


case of the monks of Mont Olivet: 21g, 


placed beyond doubt by a series of most interesting 
documents! which have survived to supplement the 
meagre annals of the chroniclers, 

The discussion at the Council of 809 originated 
in a monkish fray at Jerusalem: thus much the 
chroniclers tell us?, but we are left to glean the par- 
ticulars from a letter addressed to Pope Leo III. by 
one of the parties engaged in the controversy. On 
the mount of Olives a party of Frank monks had 
founded a convent under the direct patronage, 
as it seems, of the Western Emperor’. A Greek 
monk named John, belonging to the monastery of 
S. Sabas*, chose (we know not why) to open war 
upon the Latin community. “You Franks (he cried) 
are all heretics: a worse heresy than yours does not 
exist.” On Christmas-day [808?] John publicly re- 
peated his charge, adding “Your books are heretical :” 
and an attempt was made to eject the Franks from 
the Church of the Nativity where they were keeping 


1 See Appendix A. 

2 So Eginhard : “quam quaestionem Joannes quidam monachus 
Hierosolimis primum commovit.” Similarly Ado of Vienne. “It was 
at Jerusalem—the city of peace-—that the first sparks of controversy 
seem to have been elicited” (Ffoulkes, Christendom’s Divisions, 11. 71). 

3 From the letter it appears that Charles had presented them with 
several of their MSS.: and the writer at least had formerly been in 
attendance on the Emperor (“dum essem ego Leo servus vester...ad 
pia vestigia domni Caroli...audivimus in capella ejus dici in symbolo 
fidei,” &c.). In 807 the Abbat Egilbald and one of the brethren, Felix 
by name, had been sent over to the French court by the Patriarch of 
Jerusalem: cf. Eginhard. Amal. a. 807 (Migne ClIv. 468)—Mr 
Ffoulkes (Chr. Div. Ul. 71) suggests that the Frank Convent on 
Mt Olivet may have been “ possibly the one frequented or founded 
there by Rufinus of Aquileia.” Cf. Le Quien, diss. Damasce. I. § xiv. 

4 Montfaucon (falaeogr. Graec. p. 89) describes a MS. (saec. XVI.) 
with the inscription, éypady év rH povn Tot ayiov Sa8a els ro omHdatoy 
kat €y TH ayia mode ‘Iepovoadyp. Cf. b262. Cozst. p. 273, &c. For an 
account of the present monastery of Mar Saba, see Porter, Handbook 
for Syria, p. 196 sq. 
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the festival. Shortly afterwards, on a Sunday during 
divine service in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, 
they were examined by the Archdeacon and clergy 
of Jerusalem upon their faith and, in particular, as 
to their recension of the Creed. They admitted 
that they differed from the Greeks in the wording 
of four formularies!, the Gloria Patri, the Gloria 
zn excelsts, the Pater noster, and the Creed: in the 
last-named, they said “Qui ex Patre Filioque 
procedit.” For this they had been called here- 
tics: although their use was none other than that of 
the Holy Roman Church. This explanation seems 
to have satisfied or checked the scruples of the 
Jerusalem clergy: but the irrepressible John was not 
silenced so easily: he went round the monasteries 
preaching opposition to the /7z/zogwe and a crusade 
against the Franks. Under these circumstances the 
persecuted monks of Mt Olivet appealed to the 
Pope; and their letter is full of the interest which 
belongs to a simple and unadorned narrative of facts 
which has floated down to us froma distant age. In 
support of their own view they plead (1) that they 
had heard the F7dzogue chanted as part of the Creed 
in the Emperor’s own chapel: (2) that it was pro- 
fessed in “the Faith of S. Athanasius”2: (3) that the 
doctrine was taught in two books which they had 
received from the hands of Charles himself, copies 
of one of Pope Gregory’s homilies? and of the Rule 


* To the first the Latins added sicut erat in principio (Conc. Vasens. 
A.D. 529: cf. Walafrid. Strab. de reb. Eccl. c. 25): to the second, tz 
solus altissimus (cf. Constit. Apost. vii. 47). In the third they omitted 
the doxology : see Freeman, I. p. 108. 

* Cf. Swainson, VV. and A. Creeds, p. 445. As to the influence of the 
Quicungue vult on the Filiogue controversy, see above, p. 176. 

* See above, p. 157, and cf. Le Quien diss, Damascen. 1. § XVIII. 
(Migne, P, G. Xctv. 214): “nullus dubito quin significent sibi traditam 
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of S. Benedict!. With an honest desire to know the 
truth, they beg the Pope to institute an enquiry into 
the facts of the case, and especially to satisfy himself 
as to the genuineness of the /7dogue in the Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed, and its use in the Emperor's 
chapel. 

If the Pope vouchsafed any direct reply to the 
monks of Mt Olivet, his letter is lost, or lies buried 
in the recesses of some monastic library. A like fate 
seems to have befallen a letter addressed to Leo by 
Thomas, Patriarch of Jerusalem, which may have re- 
ferred to this recent controversy. We possess, how- 
ever, a profession of faith which was very possibly 
enclosed in the Papal answer to the Frank monks, 
but bears the title “ Leo, to all the Churches of the 
East”; and a letter sent by the Pope to Charlemagne 
together with a copy of the Mt Olivet appeal. The 
letter to the Emperor is purely formal and seems 
purposely to abstain from entering into the merits of 
the question. The Symbol, on the other hand, is 
lengthy and elaborate. It lays down the doctrine of 
the Roman Church with a view to its acceptance by 
the Catholic East: and in the heart of this authorita- 
tive exposition of what Rome now regarded as de 
fide we find an unflinching statement of the Proces- 
sion from the Son. 

It was on the receipt of this communication 
from the Pope that Charles summoned his Bishops 
to meet him at Aix. On the doctrinal question 
a Carolo fuisse collectionem homiliarum,..quam Paulus diaconus 
ipsiusmet imperatoris jussu congesserat. Nam in hac collectione 
homilia illa Gregorii quam citant reperitur pro die octava Paschae”. 

1 Le Quien, 4c: “nihil ejusmodi habetur hodie in regula 
S, Benedicti, Arbitror professionem hanc fidei appendicis cujusdam 


instar fuisse quae postmodum regulae subnexa sit a monachis 
recitanda.,” ; 
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no real hesitation could have been felt: the Franks 
were as one man in believing the /2/zogue: the 
creed which the Pope had sent to the East testified 
his assent in the strongest terms. Perhaps it was by 
way of declaring his independence that the Emperor 
allowed the subject to be discussed, and returned to 
the Pope a string of scriptural and patristic testi- 
monies, ‘sufficient, as he trusted, to overwhelm the 
enemy and compel his return to the bosom of the 
Catholic Church’—from which (it appears) he had 
been separated by his rejection of the Western doc- 
trine. The other controverted point, as Charles was 
doubtless sagacious enough to perceive, required 
more delicate handling. Upon the interpolation 
the Pope had preserved a discreet silence: the 
Roman Church was known to be still holding aloof 
from the practice of the Court. The Council there- 
fore could decide nothing; but it sent a mission to 
Rome to confer with the Pope, and, if possible, to 
gain his adhesion. According to Eginhard', the 
members of this mission were Bernhar, Bishop of 
Worms, and Adalhard, Abbat of Corbie: the latter 
seems to have been accompanied by his neighbour 
and diocesan, Jesse, Bishop of Amiens, whose in- 
terest in the question had possibly been awakened 
by a previous visit to the East?. 

Nothing in the literature of this controversy sur- 
passes in interest or importance the account which 
has reached us of the meeting between Charles’s 


* “Cujus definiendae causa Bernharius (v. 7, Bernhardus, Ber- 
narius) episcopus Wormacensis et Adalhardus abbas monasterii Cor- 
beiae Romam ad Leonem papam missi sunt” (Migne CIv. 472). 

Z Cf. Petav. de Trin, vil. 1, “quibus addendus est Jesse Ambianen- 
Sis episcopus, ut ex actis collationis cum Leone papa liquet.” He had 
been sent by Charlemagne to Constantinople in 802 on a political 
mission; Cave, /Z7st. Mit, a. 799. 
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legates and the Pope’. To the dogmatic statement 
of the Council, Leo III. gave his ready assent: he 
was also at one with the Franks in denouncing as a 
heresy the wilful rejection of the Fv/vogue doctrine. 
But in the next stage of their negociations the mssz 
were less successful: the Pope refused to declare the 
acceptance of the doctrine to be in all cases neces- 
sary to salvation; whilst to the insertion of Filiogue 
in the Creed he was inexorably opposed. It was 
pleaded that thousands of the unlearned gained their 
knowledge of this truth simply from hearing it sung 
at Mass: and that the singing of the Creed at Mass 
had been permitted by the Pope himself. Leo re- 
plied that other points of doctrine equally true and 
important found no expression in the Creed: that as 
for his permission, it had reference to the original 
symbol, not to an interpolated form: even the Ro- 
man Church had not presumed to add to the ancient 
Creed, much as it might seem to need expansion”. 
As a last resource, the legates pointed out the danger 
to simple souls in the excision of words which they 
had been taught to regard as a part of the Faith: the 
doctrine would be lost, they argued, with the words. 
The Pope admitted the danger and suggested a way 
to-meet it. Let the singing of the Creed at Mass be 
gradually given up: the excision might then be made 
without attracting popular remark: the true doctrine 
would continue to be held, whilst the unauthorized 
addition (which seems to have been confined to the 


1 It was held in the secretarium of S. Peter’s, A.D. $10. (Hefele, 111, 
p. 702.) 

2 Neander (Cz. Hist. vi. 296) remarks, “The Pope proceeded at 
this time on the same principle with that followed in the Greek 
Church, which would allow no alteration to be made in the decisions 
of a General Council illuminated by the Holy Ghost.” 
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Creed as inserted in the missals) would eventually 
disappear}. 

Charles did not attempt to renew the negocia- 
tion. He could not have hoped for any concession 
during the lifetime of a Pope whose answer shewed 
him at once so fearless and so wise; and Leo outlived 
the Emperor2. The latter seems to have judged it 
best to submit in silence to the Papal rebuke, whilst 
he neglected the advice by which it was accom- 
panied. There is no reason to suppose that the 
chanting of the interpolated Creed ceased or was 
even suspended in consequence of the conference 
at Rome. Sixty years after the Council of Aix, 
Aeneas Parisiensis argues against the Greek rejec- 
tion of the Fz/zogue on the ground that the whole 
Gallican Church chanted the words at Mass on every 
Lord’s Day’. And whilst the use of the inter- 
polated Creed at Mass continued, the doctrine 
of the Filiogue was now propagated with all the 
zeal which is excited by the consciousness of 
being pledged to the defence of a disputed and 
doubtful opinion. Probably it is to the years which 
followed the Council of Aix that we owe the two 
earliest specimens of the controversial literature 
which afterwards sprang up in such rank abundance 
on the field of the Fz/ogue dispute. (1) The treatise 
of Theodulf, Bishop of Orleans, de Spiritu Sancto 


1 This report is given at length in App. A.: an English translation 
will be found in Neale, 1. Z. Ch., Intr. ii. pp. 1163—6. The original is 
due to the Abbat Smaragdus, who was present at the Conference: 

Fabric. B20/. Lat. V1. 493. 

2 Leo III. died in 816: Charles in 814. 

3 Lib. adv. Graec. c. XCul. (Migne CXXI. 721), “item in fide catholica 
quam die dominica decantat ad missam universalis Galliarum ecclesia 
sic canitur inter cetera : ‘Credo et in Spiritum S. Dominum et vivifi- 
catorem, qui ex Patre Filioque procedit.’” 
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opens with a dedication to the Emperor in elegiac 
verse, which connects the work with the first years 
of the controversy. The writer took up his pen at 
the command of Charles: 
“imperii vestri rex inclyte jussa secutus 
defero Theodulfus haec documenta libens. 
perge, libelle, celer Caroli ad vestigia celsi 
regis et ‘o pie’ dic ‘induperator ave: 
inclyta sanctorum mecum est sententia vatum 
quos bene spiramen Flaminis hujus agit. 
tuque manum injicies, vegetat quem Spiritus ille 
causa tuo cujus tempore coepit agil.’” 

The book itself is better than the prefatory verses, 
and presents a formidable list of authorities, more 
or less trustworthy, in support of the Latin doctrine. 
(2) The treatise on the Procession which bears the 
name of Alcuin’, if genuine, must have been written 
some years before the Aix Council, since Alcuin 
died in 804. But the authorship is uncertain: the 
style is said to be unlike that of the great English 
scholar ?; and as the work was executed at the express 
desire of Charlemagne (“secundum vestrae sublimita- 
tis jussionem”) we are led to connect it with a period 
of his reign, when the Emperor’s mind is known to 
have been eccupied with the /7z/zogue controversy*. 

The Pope on the other hand, if he felt himself 
unable to dictate to Charles, was resolved, as far as 
in him lay, to guard the Roman Church against the 

1 Migne CV. 241. 

2 Alcuin, de processione Sp. S. (Migne Cl. 64, sq.). 3 Migne, 63. 

4 In 813, by desire of Charles, a Council was held at Arles, to deal 
with certain matters of discipline. Its canons open with a profession . 
of faith in which the F/oguwe is prominent, and which ends as follows : 
“aec est catholicae ecclesiae fides, hanc confessionem servamus 


atque tenemus : quam quisque firmissime custodierit perpetuam salutem 
habebit.” (Mansi 14, 58). 
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insertion in its Creed of thé interpolated words. 
Anastasius Bibliothecarius, who flourished in the 
next generation, relates that Leo ‘for the love he 
bore to the orthodox Faith and out of his care for 
its preservation’ caused two silver shields on which 
the Creed had been engraved in Greek and Latin to 
be set up on either side of the cozfesszo in S. Peter’s’. 
Writers of the 11th and 12th centuries—S. Peter 
Damian, Abelard, and Peter Lombard—omitting the 
mention of the two languages and the second shield, 
volunteer a statement which they would have been 
little likely to invent, that in the Creed which Leo 
set up the Fz/zogue was omitted: the Father alone 
was mentioned in reference to the procession of the 
Holy Ghost?. Photius twice alludes to the same 
circumstance’, although with some minor differ- 


1 Hist. de vitis Rom. Pontif. (Migne CXXVIII. 1238): “hic vero 
[Leo III.] pro amore et cautela orthodoxae fidei fecit ubi supra [sc. in 
basilica ipsius Apostoli (beati Petri)] scuta argentea duo scripta utra- 
que symbolo, unum quidem literis Graecis et aliud Latinis, sedentia 
dextra laevaque super ingressum corporis.” S. Peter Damian (de 
process. Sp. S. c. 1: Migne CXLv. 635), Peter Lombard (sezzen¢. 1. 
dist. Xt. § 2, Migne CXCII. 552) and Peter Abelard (utr. ad theol. 1. 
Migne CLXXVIU. 1073) speak of a single “tabula argentea,” which was 
set up by Leo “ante sacratissimum corpus beati Pauli Apostoli ” 
[P. Damian] or “post altare beati Pauli” [P. Lombard]. Peter 
Lombard represents the words “pro amore &c.” as Leo’s own (“ut 
ipse ait”). Possibly they formed part of the heading. 

* S. Peter Damian says, “ Beatus Leo... inter ceteras suae fidci 
symbolas ait, ‘Et in Spiritum S...ex Patre procedentem.’” Peter 
Lombard expressly, “In quo quidem symbolo in processione Spiritus 
solus commemoratur Pater.” 

® Mystagog. (Migne Cll. 395), odros 8¢ 6 Aéwy rd O@ncavpoduAadktov 
Tis drooTodkhs €kk\ynoias ‘Popaiov Siavol~as dowidas dvo rots tepois 
ketundlots ovvaroreOncaupiopevas e&nveykev “EXAnvixois [kal] ypdppace kat 
piwagw éexovoas thy evaeB ths mliorews exbcow, Kal radtas évemtoy 
UravayvocOivat Tod “Papaixod mAjOovs eSixalaoer. Epzst. 1. 24 (Migne, 
799), Gupcois riswv...dvayparpdpevos...kaTa Tas mUdas THs exk\yoias mpoce- 
a&ev. In both passages Photius also states that Leo [III. ?] required the 
Creed to be recited at mass in Greek, os dv xara pndeva tporoy pyndapas - 


‘ 
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ences of detail: the shields, he says, had been 
discovered by Leo in the treasury of S, Peter's, and 
were of ancient workmanship: they were affixed 
to the doors of the Church, not to the confessio. . But 
whenever the inscription was made, or wherever 
it was set up, all agree that Leo adopted this 
method of preserving the Creed inviolate. It was 
a practical answer to the temerity of the Franks: 
as Charles had popularized the interpolation among 
his subjects by ordering it to be chanted at Mass: 
so the Pope sought to root the old Creed in the 
affections of the Roman people by exhibiting it 
constantly before their eyes in connection with 
the most sacred of their local shrines'. The plan 
appears to have succeeded for a time; and it has 
been thought that the interpolated symbol obtained 
no recognized footing at Rome until, exactly two 
hundred years after the death of Charlemagne, the 
Emperor Henry II. prevailed upon Benedict VIII. 
(1014) to adopt the German use of chanting the 
symbol at the Holy Mysteries*. But the tact and 


mapaxaparroito BapBdpw yAooon 76 &xpavtov juay Ths evoeBeias wadnpa. 
But he appears to have confused Leo III. with Leo IV. the predecessor 
of Benedict III. (cf. Migne, 395), and the use of the Greek Creed. at 
Baptism with its introduction into the Mass. See Art. on ‘Creeds’ 
in Dict. of Chr. Antig. (1. p. 492). 

1 Hefele (II. p. 703) connects the setting up of the shields with the 
Roman conference of 810. 

2 Cf. Bernonis abbatis Augiensis de cfficio mtssae c. U1. (Migne 
CXLII. pp. 10o61—2.) [“Symbolum] Romani usque ad haec tempora 
divae memoriae Henrici imperatoris nullo modo cecinerunt. Sed ab 
eodem interrogati cur ita agerent, me coram assistente, audivi eos 
hujusmodi responsum reddere, videlicet, quod Romana Ecclesia non 
fuisset aliquando ulla haereseos faece infecta, sed secundum S. Petri 
doctrinam in soliditate catholicae fidei permaneret inconcussa ; et 
ideo magis his necessarium esse illud Symbolum saepius cantando 
frequentare, qui aliquando ulla haeresi potuerunt maculari. At 
dominus imperator non antea desiit quam omnium consensu id 
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moderation of Leo did not save the peace of 
Christendom even for the next two centuries. 
Scarcely more than fifty years had elapsed, when 
Photius Patriarch of Constantinople gave vent to 
the hidden spark of discord, and it burst forth into 
a flame}. 


domino Benedicto apostolico persuasit ut ad publicam missam id 
decantarent.”. Dr Neale (H. £. Ch. Intr.ii. p. 1167), says “ Nicolas I. 
has to answer for the final insertion.” See, however, Voss. de tribus 
Symbols, p. 77, and cf. Walch. hist. contr. de process. Sp. S., pp. 
18, 19. 

1 The encyclical letter of Photius to the Patriarchs was written 
in A. D. 867. 


APPENDIX. 


(A). DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE COUNCIL OF AIX, 
A. D. 809. 


1. Lpistola peregrinorum Monachorum, &c. 


Sanctissimo ac reverentissimo domino in Christo patri Leon1 
summo pontifici et universali papae sedis sanctae apostolicae 
urbis Romae congregatio montis Oliveti. 

Domine pater, te dignatus est Dominus exaltare super omnes 
sacerdotes, et exaltata est sedes tua sancta super omnes sedes 
Christianorum, quia suo ore dignatus est Christus dicere: Zu es 
Petrus, etc. Benignissime pater, nos, qui sumus hic in sancta 
civitate Jerusalem peregrini, ullum hominem super terra non 
amamus plusquam vos, et in quantum valemus in istis sanctis 
locis pro vobis die noctuque Domino fundimus preces_ pros- 
trati omnes servi tui super terram cum lacrymis.  Itaque 
notam tibi facimus tribulationem nostram, quam hic patimur. 
Johannes, qui fuit de monasterio S. Sabae, quem Theodulus 
iguminus servus vester scit, ipse levatus est super nos dicendo 
quod ‘Franci qui sunt in monte Oliveti haeretici sunt,’ et dixit 
nobis quia ‘omnes Franci haeretici estis,’ et reprobat fidem nostram 
dicendo quia ‘non est major haeresis.’ Et nos ei dicimus: ‘Frater, 
sile. Quod si nos dicis haereticos, de sede sancta apostolica 
dicis haeresim.’ Et usque in tantum nos conturbavit ut in die 
natalis Domini in sanctam Bethleem in sancto praesepio, ubi 
noster Dominus redemptor humani generis pro mundi salute 
nasci dignatus est, submitteret laicos homines qui nos foras pro- 
icere vellent, dicendo quod ‘haeretici estis, et libri quos habetis 
haeretici sunt.’ Sed per vestram sanctam orationem et fidem 
confortavit nos Dominus. Non enim potuerunt nos foras eicere. 
Diximus omnes: ‘Hic volumus mori. Nam foras nos non eicietis.’ 
Unde et fecimus vocem nostram omnes nos servi vestri pariter 
dicendo ad sacerdotes qui sunt in sancta civitate: ‘Videte, patres 
et fratres, de isto homine qui contra nos tanta et talia loquitur 
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et contra fidem sanctam Romanam, quia talia verba nunquam 
audivimus de gente nostra.’ Et post haec die sancto dominico 
congregati sunt sacerdotes cum clero et populo contra sanctum 
sepulcrum Domini et inter sanctum Calvariae locum, et interro- 
gaverunt nos de fide nostra ipsi sacerdotes, qualiter crederemus 
symbolum. Nos autem dicendo quod ‘sic credimus sicut sancta 
Ecclesia Romana,’ diximus ‘et dicimus in nostra lingua quae vos 
non dicitis in Graeca; et in Gloria Patri non dicitis sicut erat in 
principio, et in Gloria in excelsis non dicitis tu solus altissimus, 
et Pater noster alio modo dicitis, et in symbolo nos dicimus plus 
quam vos, gui ex Patre Filiogue procedit, unde dicit iste Johannes 
inimicus animae suae propter hunc sermonem eo quod haeretici 
simus.’ Quos Hierosolymitas rogavimus dicentes: ‘Nolite audire 
hunc hominem, nec dicatis de nobis haereses.’ Quod si nos 
dicitis haereticos, de throno beati Petri dicitis haeresim. Et si 
hoc dicitis, peccatum inducitis super vos. Et sacerdotes scrip- 
serunt nobis cartam de fide nostra quam licet crederemus, dicendo 
nobis: ‘Creditisne sicut sancta resurrectio Domini?’ Nos autem 
diximus quod ‘sic credimus quomodo sancta resurrectio Domini 
et sedes sancta apostolica Romana.’ Post haec ipse archidiaconus 
in sancto Constantino una nobiscum ascendit in pergo et legit 
ipsam cartam in populo. Et nos servi vestri anathematizavimus 
omnem haeresim et omnes qui de sancta sede apostolica Romana 
dixerint haeresim. Et nunc, domine pater benignissime, cogitare 
digneris de nobis servisetuis, qui etsi de longinquo simus, oves 
tuae sumus, et tibi commissus est omnis mundus, sicut vestra 
sanctitas scit, sicut ait Dominus Petro: Sz diligts me, Petre, 
pasce oves meas. Benignissime pater, dum-essem ego Leo 
servus vester ad sancta vestigia vestra et ad pia vestigia 
domni Karoli pilssimi imperatoris filiique vestri, audivimus in 
capella eius dici in symbolo fidei gui ex Patre Filiogue procedit, 
et in homilia sancti Gregorii, quam nobis filius vester domnus 
Karolus imperator dedit, in parabola octavarum Paschae, ubi 
dixit: Sed ejus missio ipsa processio est, gui de Patre procedit et 
Filio. Et in regula sancti Benedicti, quam nobis dedit filius 
vester domnus Karolus, quae habet fidem scriptam de sancta et 
inseparabili Trinitate, dicit: Credo Spiritum sanctum Deum verum 
ex Patre procedentem et Filio. Et in dialogo quem nobis vestra 
sanctitas dare dignata est similiter dicit. Et in fide sancti 
Athanasii eodem modo dicit. Itaque per ipsum Johannem facta 
est nobis grandis confusio in sancta civitate, quoniam dicit quod 
Spiritus Sanctus non procedit de Patre et Filio,-et de hoc misit 
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grandem errorem per omnia monasteria, et requirebat) fidem 
nostram et libros nostros, et de domino Gregorio dicit quod non 
sint recipiendi ejus libri. Unde iterum atque iterum, sancte 
pater, in terram prostrati cum lacrymis postulamus et rogamus 
te per Patrem et Filium et Spiritum sanctum, qui Trinitas in- 
separabilis unus dicitur, ut digneris inquirere tam in Graeco quam 
in Latino de sanctis patribus qui symbolum composuerunt istum 
sermonem ubi dicitur ex Patre Filiogue procedit. Et in Graeco 
non dicunt sicut nos, sed dicunt guz ex Patre procedit, et vident 
istum sermonem gravem quem nos dicimus in Latino. Et 
mandare digneris domno Karolo imperatori filio vestro quod nos 
istum sermonem in ejus capella audivimus, gui ex Patre Filiogue 
procedit, Et nos hic servos vestros certos facere digneris, quia 
nulla species hujus sacramenti tam nobis amabilis videatur quam 
sanctus vester vultus et sancta oratio et deprecatio seu memoria 
vestra. Unde et poscimus, benignissime Pater, vestram sanctis- 
simam pietatem ut hos servos vestros [et] Johannem presbyterum, 
quando Deo gubernante ad sacrosanctam vestram gravitatem 
pervenerint, benigne suscipere dignemini et nobis servis vestris 
certum mandatum dirigere. Commendamus nos Dominicus, 
Theodorus, Arimundus, Gregorius, Johannes, Leo, et omnis con- 
gregatio de monte sancto Oliveti humilis servi vestri vestris sa- 
cris ac Deo dignis orationibus. Deus et Dominus noster te, 
sanctissime pater, cum omnibus tuis ad exaltationem sanctae suae 
Ecclesiae et ad salutem animae tuae et ad gaudium nostrum 
regere, protegere, et pia miseratione in omnibus et per omnia 
custodire dignetur ; qui dicitur benedictus in saecula’. 


2. Leo Papa III. Karolo Augusto. 


Domino piissimo et serenissimo victori ac triumphatori filio 
amatori Dei et Domini nostri Jesu Christi KaroLo Augusto LEo 
episcopus servus servorum Dei. Omnia quae de singulis partibus 
nobis accidunt necesse est ut vestrae intimemus imperiali po- 
testati. Praesenti siquidem anno direxerunt nobis epistolam 
monachi qui in sancto monte Oliveti morantur fidei contentionem 
continentem quam inter se habebant. Nos vero symbolum 
orthodoxae fidei illis misimus, quatenus omnes secundum hanc 
nostram sanctam catholicam et apostolicam Ecclesiam rectam et 
inviolatam teneant fidem. Quam vero epistolam vestrae imperiali 
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potentiae misimus relegendam. Interea revertentes praesentes 
fideles servientes vestri, Agamus videlicet et Roculphus, a Hie- 
rosolymis detulerunt nobis epistolam Thomae Hierosolymorum 
patriarchae. Quam relegentes reperimus ut per nostram pre- 
catoriam epistolam vestrae pietati eos commendaremus. Qua de 
re precamur vestram imperialem potentiam ut, sicut soliti estis 
super omnes fideles vestros impertire suffragium, ita cum eis 
misericordiam facere jubeatis. Ipsam vero epistolam quam nobis 
praedicti fideles vestri detulerunt vestrae serenitati misimus. His 
praelibatis, omnipotens Deus sua vos protectione custodiat, atque 
a perfidis omnibus regnum vestrum sui extensione brachii de- 
fendat, vosque post longa annorum curricula ad gaudia aeterna 
perducat. Piissimum domini Karoli imperium gratia superna 
custodiat, eique omnium gentium colla substernat’. 


3. Symbolum orthodoxae fidet Leonis Papae. 


LEO episcopus servus servorum Dei omnibus orientalibus 
Ecclesiis. Hoc symbolum orthodoxae fidei vobis mittimus ut 
tam vos quam omnis mundus secundum Romanam sanctam 
catholicam et apostolicam Ecclesiam rectam et inviolatam tene- 
atis fidem. Credimus sanctam Trinitatem, id est, Patrem, Filium, 
et Spiritum Sanctum, unum Deum omnipotentem, unius sub- 
stantiae, unius essentiae, unius potestatis, Creatorem omnium 
creaturarum, a quo omnia, per quem omnia, in quo omnia: 
Patrem a se ipso, non ab alio; Filium a Patre genitum, Deum 
verum de Deo vero, lumen verum de lumine vero, non tamen 
duo lumina, sed unum lumen; Spiritum Sanctum a Patre et a 
Filio aequaliter procedentem, consubstantialem, coaeternum Patri 
et Fillo. Pater plenus Deus in se, Filius plenus Deus a Patre 
genitus, Spiritus Sanctus plenus Deus a Patre et Filio procedens. 
Non tamen tres deos dicimus, sed unum Deum omnipotentem, 
aeternum, invisibilem, incommutabilem, qui totus est ubique 
praesens, non per partes divisus, sed totus in omnibus, non 
localiter, sed personaliter, qui sine commutatione sui mutabilia 
creavit et creata gubernat, semper manens id quod est, cui nihil 
accidens esse poterit, quia simplici divinitatis naturae nihil addi 
vel minui potest, quia semper quod est, cui semper primum est, 
cul sempiternum est, cui idem est esse, vivere, et intelligere. 
Et haec tria unus Deus. MHaec tria idem Deus et Dominus, 
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vera et sempiterna Trinitas in personis, vera et sempiterna Unitas 
in substantia, quia una est substantia Pater et Filius et Spiritus 
Sanctus. Haec vero sancta Trinitas [nihil amplius ?] est in tribus 
personis simul nominatis quam in una qualibet persona semel 
dicta, quoniam unaquaeque persona plena est substantia in se, non 
tamen tres substantiae, sed unus Deus, una substantia, una 
essentia, uma aeternitas, una magnitudo, una bonitas, Pater et 
Filius et Spiritus Sanctus. Nec aliud est Pater in natura quam 
Filius vel Spiritus Sanctus, nec aliud Filius et Spiritus Sanctus 
quam Pater in natura, quibus est una natura. Sed alius est Pater 
in persona, alius Filius in persona, alius Spiritus Sanctus in 
persona. In Patre aeternitas, in Filio aequalitas, in Spiritu 
Sancto aeternitatis aequalitatisque connexio. Unum omnes in 
substantia et essentia, omnipotentia, et divinitate. Sicut enim 
eadem sancta Trinitas inseparabilis est in substantia, ita insepara- 
bilis est in operibus, quamvis opera Dei quibusdam_personis 
specialiter conveniant, sicut Patri vox illa quae de caelo sonuit 
super Christum baptizatum, et ad Filii personam humanitatis 
tantummodo pertinet susceptio, et Spiritus Sancti personae proprie 
congruit illa columba in cujus specie idem Spiritus Sanctus de- 
scendit super eumdem Filium secundum hominem baptizatum. 
Tamen absque omni dubitatione illam vocem et illam columbam 
in Christi humanitatem tota sancta Trinitas operata est, cujus 
opera inseparabilia sunt. Credimus eumdem Filium Dei Verbum 
aeternaliter natum de Patre, consubstantialem Patri per omnia, 
temporaliter natum de Spiritu Sancto et Maria virgine, duas 
habentem nativitates, unam ex Patre aeternam, alteram ex matre 
temporalem, qui etiam Filius Dei suae carnis conceptione con- 
ceptus est et suae carnis nativitate natus. Deum verum con- 
fitemur conceptum et Deum verum natum, eumdem verum Deum 
verum hominem, unum Christum Filium Dei unigenitum, per- 
primum et perfectum in duabus naturis in unius personae sin- 
gularitate, impassibilem et passibilem, mortalem atque immor- 
talem, crucifixum in infirmitate nostra, eundemque semper viven- 
tem in virtute sua, qui mortuus est carnis suae morte et sepultus, 
atque ab inferis, damnato et spoliato principe totius iniquitatis, 
rediens tertia die resurrexit, atque cum triumpho gloriae videntibus 
discipulis caelum ascendit, sedens in dextera Patris, id est, 
majestate divinitatis, inde jam venturus judicare vivos et mortuos, 
quem impii judicantem videbunt in ea forma qua crucifixus est, 
non in ea humilitate qua injuste judicatus est, sed in ea claritate 
qua juste judicaturus est mundum; cujus majestatis visio aeterna 


est omnium sanctorum beatitudo. Qui secundum hanc fidem 
rectam non crediderit, hunc damnat sancta catholica et apos- 
tolica Ecclesia, quae fundata est ab ipso Jesu Christo Domino 
nostro, cui est gloria in saecula. Amen’. 


4. Karoli M. Ep. ad Leonem III, Papam. 


Quaestio quae de Spiritus Sancti processione est nuper exorta, 
jamdudum est diligentissime a sanctis Patribus ventilata. Sed 
quia jam diu a quaerentibus neglecta jacebat, non quievit quasi 
antiquitus ventilata, sed quasi quaedam his temporibus nobis 
subito emersit occulta, quod divinitus spiratum fideliter credens 
non dubito. Crebris etenim quaestionum ictibus praesens ecclesia 
tunditur, ut doctrinis catholicis erudita, sanaeque fidei confessi- 
onibus elimata, in aeternum quandoque haereditate filiorum per- 
cepta vivere cum Domino valeat feliciter regnatura. Sed quia, 
ut praefatus sum, haec quaestio diu a quaerentibus indiscussa 
jacebat, voluit omnipotens Deus in eamdem suscitare corda 
pastorum, ut negligentiae torpore sublato, exercitationis sanctae 
brachio caelestem valeant perfodere thesaurum. Sermonis etenim 
Dominici sarculo saepius divinarum Scripturarum pastores debent 
proscindere campum, ne zizania satoris iniqui semenque malignum 
formosi tritici valeat opprimere fructum, aut volans passim vo- 
lucris haeretica semen catholicum a cordibus rapiat parvulorum, 
horridaque spinarum emersio Domini nitidam possit suffocare 
segetem. Lectionis etenim sacrae cognitio imbecillis baculum, 
nervosis arma ministrat, hostium subdolas fortiter premit insidias, 
et victoribus aeternas feliciter promittit coronas. Ergo procul 
a pastoribus negligentiae torpor abscedat; procul a mentis 
acumine inertia damnosa recedat, mollisque lascivia corporis 
membra relinquat, et altus sopor mollisque somnus in rigidas 
lucrosasque lectionis emergat excubias, ut Ecclesiae ager opimus 
doctorumque semine satus, valeat centenos Omnipotenti reddere 
fructus. Jam nunc aggrediar de Spiritus Sancti processione. 


[Testimonies from Scripture and the Fathers follow. The 
letter concludes thus :] ‘ 


Haec a nobis summo opitulante Opifice de Spiritus Sancti 
processione multiplicia sanctarum Scripturarum aggregata sunt 
testimonia, ut divinorum librorum sententiis victus, multorumque 
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orthodoxorum nube testium pressus veritati non valeat resistere 
inimicus; sed potius sententiis catholicis veridicisque suasus 
testimoniis, revertatur ad tutissimum Ecclesiae sinum, ut pariter 
catholico educatus in gremio, quandoque aeternum cum filiis 
mereatur accipere regnum’. 


5. Acta collationis Romanae. 


Lectis a praedictis missis per ordinem testimoniis, atque 
a domno apostolico diligentissime auditis, ait: Ita sentio, ita 
teneo, cum his auctoribus, et sacrae Scripturae auctoritatibus. 
Si quis aliter de hac re sentire vel docere voluerit, defendo ; et 
nisi conversus fuerit, et secundum hunc sensum tenere voluerit, 
contraria sentientem funditus abjicio. His dictis, novi quod 
nonnulla colloquendo potius quam disputando praecesserunt: quo- 
rum series sensuum seu verborum, nisi tantum quod inde fuit, non 
satis memoriae occurrit. Cumque eadem collatio ad hoc usque 
procederet, ut jam magis certa disputatio, quam ut supra collo- 
cutio habenda esset ; et si non eadem fuit proprietas sermonum, 
in quantum recordari valeo, iste tamen fuit cursus sensuum, et 
summa conclusio novissimarum definitionum.—MiIssI. Quia vero, 
ut dicitis, ita certissimum credendum est, credendo immutabiliter 
tenendum, tenendo vero, sicubi necesse fuerit, econstantissime 
defendendum est, numquid non id nescientes docendum, scienti- 
bus autem, ut id attentius teneamus, confirmandum est >—Papa. 
Ita est.—Mussi. Si ita est, si quis hoc nescierit, vel ita non 
crediderit, num salvus esse poterit?—Papa. Quisquis ad hoc 
sensu subtiliore pertingere potest, et id scire, aut ita sciens cre- 
dere noluerit, salvus esse non poterit. Sunt enim multa, e qui- 
bus istud unum est, sacrae fidei altiora mysteria subtilioraque 
sacramenta, ad quorum indagationem pertingere multi valent ; 
multi vero, aut aetatis quantitate, aut intelligentiae qualitate 
praepediti, non valent. Et ideo, ut praediximus, qui potuerit et 
noluerit, salvus esse non poterit.—Missr. Si ergo ita est, imo 
quia ita est, quod non credere non licet, et non tacendo docere 
licet, cur non licet cantare, vel cantando docere?—Papa. Licet, 
inquam, licet docendo cantare, et cantando docere. Sed illicite 
in prohibitis nec scribendo nec cantando licet inserere——MIsst. 
Quia ergo utrisque notum est, quod ideo a vobis ut id symbolum 
cantando vel scribendo inseratur illicitum ducatur vel dicatur, 
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quia illi qui idem symbolum condiderunt non indiderunt, “ut 
cetera, et sequentes principales synodi, Chalcedonensis scilicet 
quarta, Constantinopolitana quoque quinta et sexta, ut novum 
ultra symbolum a quoquam qualibet necessitate seu salvandi 
homines devotione condere, et in veteribus tollendo, addendo, 
mutandove quicquam inserere prohibuerunt, non est ibi diutius 
immorandum. Sed hoc quaero, hoc ut dicatur rogo: quia id 
credere bonum est, bonum hedie sicut ad credendum ita ad can- 
tandum tunc esse, si ab eis insertum fuisset.—Papa. Bonum certe, 
et valde bonum, utpote tam fidei sacramentum magnum, quod 
non licet non credere, quisquis ad hoc valet pertingere.— 
Misst. Numquid non bene idem tunc auctores fecissent, si quatuor 
tantum addendo syllabas, tam pernecessarium fidei sacramentum 
cunctis deinceps saeculis perspicuum redderetur?—Papa. Sicut 
non audeo dicere non bene fecisse si fecissent, quia procul dubio 
sicut cetera quae vel omiserunt, scientes utique, et non tam 
humana quam divina illuminati sapientia fecerunt, ita quoque non 
audeo dicere istud eos nobis minus intellexisse [seu] perpendisse 
cur dimiserunt, vel cur dimissum, ne ultra mitteretur, sicut 
et cetera prohibuere. Tu et tui videte quid sentiatis de vobis. 
Nam et ego me illis non dico praeferam, sed etiam illud absit 
mihi ut coaequare praesumam.—Miss1. Absit etiam, pater, Deo 
nostro protegente, illud a nobis, ut nos quicquam horum cogite- 
mus vel dicamus, vel superbia inflati, vel in divinis rebus humanae 
laudis cupidine provocati, ac si nosmet illis non tantum praeferre, 
verum etiam coaequare praesumamus: sed tantum secundum 
hujus temporis qualitatem, imbecillitatem fratrum nostrorum 
caritate compatientes, illud quaerimus, in eo laboramus, ut, quia 
finis mundi appropinquat, in quo sicut praedicta sunt tempora 
periculosa, etiam ideo inter cetera maxime fratribus nostris 
prodesse valeamus. Quo ergo fideles in Domino in sacramento 
fidei reddere studeamus: et idcirco quia praefatum symbolum 
a quibusdam ita cantari reperimus, et quod id ecclesiasticae con- 
gruere fidei, sicut sentimus, utique cognovimus: atque per hoc et 
nunc jam plurimos doctos, et sine fine usque in finem saeculi de 
tanto mysterio, si ita teneatur, instruendos esse cognovimus, qui 
nequaquam instrueretur, nisi cantaretur: melius nobis visum fuit 
cantando tantos instruere, quam tacendo indoctos relinquere. Si 
enim sciret paternitas tua, quanta sunt hodie millia id scientium 
quia cantatur, qui numquam scituri essent nisi cantaretur, fortasse 
nobiscum teneres, et id tuo etiam consensu ut cantaretur ac- 
quiesceres. — Papa. Interim assentio. Verumtamen, quaeso, 
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tesponde mihi: Num universa hujusmodi fidei mystica sacra- 
menta, quae symbolo non continentur, sine quibus quisque, qui 
ad hoc pertingere potest, catholicus esse non potest, symbolis 
inserenda, et propter compendium minus intelligentium, ut cuique 
libuerit, addenda sunt?—Missr. Nequaquam: quia non aeque 
omnia necessaria sunt.—Papa. Etsi non omnia, certe plurima sunt 
his similia, quae nisi a capientibus credantur, catholici esse non 
possunt.—Miss1. Dabisne aliquid, non dico sublimius, sed saltem 
huic simile symbolo deesse ?— Papa. Nempe dabo, et abundanter 
dabo.—Missr, Da primo unum, et si necesse fuerit, adde alterum. 
—Papa. Quia amica agitur contentione quod agitur, et pro utrarum- 
que partium quaeritur salute quod quaeritur (atque utinam quoties 
aliquid hujusmodi in majoribus seu in minoribus ecclesiasticis vel 
catholicis utilitatibus quaeritur, ita per omnia pacifice sine perversa 
intentione quaereretur !), ne quid forte de tam reverendis mysteriis 
temere loquamur, detur considerandi locus, et dabimus quicquid 
de his dederit Dominus.—Z? nocturna dilatione congrua data, ait 
Papa: Numquid magis salutare est credere, periculosumve non 
credere, Spiritum Sanctum a Filio sicut a Patre procedere, quam 
Filium sapientiam Deum a sapientia Deo, veritatem Deum a 
veritate Deo genitum esse, et tamen utrumque unam sapientiam, 
unam veritatem essentialiter Deum esse, cum tamen constet id 
a sanctis Patribus eidem symbolo inditum non esse? Si ergo 
haec duo, sicuti sapientes decet in tam familiari disputatione, ad 
hoc valent, ut nobiscum sentiatis et cognoscatis tot priores 
catholicos Patres, qui hoc unde agitur vel symbolis non inserue- 
tunt, vel inserere quemadmodum cetera, ut supra dictum est, 
prohibuere, non praesenti ignorantia, non futuri negligenti pro- 
videntia praetermisisse, et praetermissum ne mitteretur prohi- 
buisse, a coacervandis testimoniis libentissime quiescimus. Scien- 
dum vero, non solum secundum essentiam divinitatis, verum 
etiam secundum mysterium Dominicae incarnationis, tanta Deo 
auctore, et ex eorumdem patrum auctoritate damus et talia 
quanta non solum sapientibus satisfacere, sed etiam stultos valent 
opprimere.—Muss1. Non, inquam, necesse est in eo laborare, an 
nescilamus quod scimus: quia quicquid exinde ceteri sciunt, nos 
Deo auctore scimus, aut scire possumus, si non scimus.—Papa, 
Hoc est, inquit, quod miramur, qui sine profectuoso labore 
potestis quiescere, laboratis ne quiescatis.— Missi. Non ideo 
laboramus ne quiescamus, sed ne propter inertiam pii laboris 
praemium amittamus; et salva diligentiore inquisitione, declinata- 
que pertinaci contentione, adhuc majus aestimamus lucrum, quod 


per hoc in corde quaerentium acquiritur, quam detrimentum in 
eo fieri illorum qui addiderunt, ac si per contumaciam con- 
temptores paternarum constitutionum existerent. Aliud est enim 
per arrogantiam transiliendo bona contemnere, aliud bona per 
benevolentiam meliora efficere.—Papa. Istud quoque etsi in qui- 
busdam ut agatur bonum est, non tamen ideo ubique agendum 
est. Qua de re multa id ita esse probantia addi poterant testi- 
monia: sed res per se admodum patet, quanto melius sit, ut 
quisque quodlibet bonum ita ut est utile reddere studeat: aut, Sl 
forte id ipsum bonum melius efficere nititur, hoc primo caveat, 
hoc magnopere perpendat, ne et se ultra quam debuit temerarium 
praesumendo, et illud quod per se salubre erat reddat noxium 
corrumpendo. Nisi quis forte asserere velit de praesenti unde 
agitur, vel similibus capitulis, quae sine periculo suo docere licet 
et discere, ut ordo docendi licitus dimittatur, et ibi deserantur, 
ubi numquam deinceps docens aut discens innocens, sed semper 
sane in transgressionis crimine merito culpabilis uterque judicetur. 
Quod te fortasse, si non dedigneris audire, non immerito tangit: 
qui [quia?] hic quod hactenus in Ecclesia Dei, et sibi quisque sapiens 
scire, et sine cogitatione delicti insipienter potuit docere, jam 
deinceps non dico stultus discere, sed nec ipse sapiens sine prae- 
varicatione possit cantare, cantandove ut vultis quemquam docere, 
et dum multis alio quam debetis tramite prodesse eligitis, nullum 
in hac duntaxat parte dimittitis, cui si vos secutus fuerit non 
noceatis. Nam de eo quod supra docuistis, non aeque judican- 
dus vel habendus sit ille qui tale aliquid devote fructum quae- 
rendo ageret, illo qui hoc contumaci jussione praesumeret. 
Haec defensio, vel, si dici liceat, tergiversatio, non huc respicit, 
non istud intendit : quia non idem patres discernendo vel decre- 
verunt nec sanxerunt, ut ipsum benevolus praesumeret, non 
malevolus, sed tantummodo nullus.—Missi1. Numquid non a te id 
ipsum symbolum est data in ecclesia cantandi licentia? Numquid 
a nobis huc usus ille cantandi processit? Hinc etenim illuc mos 
idem cantandi, non a nobis huc advenit: et quomodo illum 
usque hodie cantamus?—Papa. Ego licentiam dedi cantandi ; 
non autem cantando quippiam addendi, minuendi, seu mutandi: 
et ut expressius aliquid, quia vos cogitis, loquar, quamdiu vobis 
in hoc satis fuit, quomodo in hujusmodi cantando vel celebrando 
sacrosanctis mysterlis sancta Romana tenet Ecclesia, nequaquam 
aut nobis in talibus laborare, aut aliis laborandi occasionem 
neccesse fuit ingerere. Quod vero asseritis ideo vos ita cantare, 
quoniam alios in istis partibus vobis priores audistis cantasse, quid 
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ad nos? Nos enim id ipsum non cantamus, sed legimus, ct 
legendo docere, nec tamen legendo aut docendo addere quippiam 
eidem symbolo inserendo praesumimus. Quae vero p:aedictis 
symbolis fidei tantum non congruentia deesse cognoscimus, non, 
ut saepe dictum est, inserere praesumimus, sed locis temporibusve 
opportunis quibus competit ministrare curamus.—Musst. Ergo, ut 
video, illud a vestra paternitate decernitur, ut primo illud, de quo 
quaestio agitur, de saepe fato symbolo tollatur, et tunc demum 
a quolibet licite ac libere, sive cantando, sive tradendo, discatur 
et doceatur.—Papa. Ita procul dubio a nostra parte decernitur : 
ita quoque ut a vestra assentiatur, a nobis omnimodis suadetur.— 
Missi. Quamquam ergo, ut supra ipse dixisti, pro ambarum par- 
tium quaeritur salute quod quaeritur, sublatis his quae vultis, 
bonum est ut idem symbolum cantetur.—Papa. Bonum sane. 
Quod tamen non imperando, sed ut prius permittendo dicimus: 
quia illud sicuti tunc ita et nunc, si sincere agatur, utile indigenti- 
bus esse posse non ignoramus.—Missi. Quia vero, ut dicitis, et 
verum dicitis, bonum est cantare id ipsum symbolum, numquid 
enim si sermo plenus recta fide e medio tollatur, idem sermo ab 
omnibus ac si contra fidem sit condemnabitur? Quale ergo dabis 
consilium, ne id ipsum ad aliquod transeat exitium?—Papa. Si 
priusquam ita cantaretur interrogatus essem, ne insereretur utique 
respondissem. At nunc, quod tamen non affirmando, sed vobis- 
cum pariter tractando dico, quantum menti occurrit, ita mihi 
videtur posse utrumque fieri: ut paulatim in palatio, quia in 
nostra sancta ecclesia non cantatur, cantandi consuetudo ejusdem 
symboli intermittatur: sicque fiat, ut quod id ipsum ut cantaretur 
non quaelibet imperantis auctoritas, sed potius audiendi id fecerat 
noyitas; si dimittatur a vobis, dimittetur ab omnibus: et ita 
fortasse quantum esse potest, non incongrue utrumque fieri 
possit : ut quod jam nunc a quibusque prius nescientibus recte 
creditur credatur, et tamen illicita cantandi consuetudo sine 
cujusque fidei laesione tollatur?. 


1 Sirmondi, Conc. antig. Galliae, t. U1. p. 256—260. (Migne CII, 
971 sq.) 


238 


(By RESOLUTIONS. ADOPTED’ BY THE BONN CON. 
FERENCE, AUG. 13—15, 1875. 


[This Conference, over which Dr von Dollinger presided, was 
attended by more than twenty Easterns, including three members 
of the Episcopate, and by nearly fifty Anglicans, among whom 
was the Bishop of Gibraltar. The Anglicans were not in any 
way authorized to represent the English Church: but since 
the conference the resolutions to which they assented have 
engaged the attention of a Committee of the Southern Convo- 
cation. An English translation of part of these resolutions has 
been given above, p. 3, note: the following is the complete 
German text’.] 

1. Wir stimmen wberein in der Annahme der 6kumenischen 
Symbole und der Glaubensentscheidungen der alten ungetheilten 
Kirche, 

2. Wir stimmen iuberein in der Anerkennung, dass der Zusatz 
des Filiogue zum Symbolum nicht in kirchlich rechtmissiger 
Weise erfolgt sei. 

3. Wir bekennen uns allerseits zu der Darstellung der Lehre 
vom h,. Geiste, wie sie von den Vatern der ungetheilten Kirche 
vorgetragen wird. 

4. Wir verwerfen jede Vorstellung und jede Ausdrucksweise, 
in welcher etwa die Annahme zweier Principien oder dpyxaé oder 
airiat in der Dreieinigkeit enthalten ware. 


Wir nehmen die Lehre des heiligen Johannes von Damaskus 
ber den heiligen Geist, wie dieselbe in nachfolgenden Paragra- 
phen ausgedriickt ist, im Sinne der Lehre der alten ungetrennten 
Kirche an. 

1. Der h. Geist geht aus aus dem Vater (é tod Iarpds) als 
dem Anfang (dpx7), der Ursache (airéa), der Quelle (xny/) der 
Gottheit. (De Recta Sententid, n. 1: Contra Manich., n. 4.) 

2. Der h. Geist geht nicht aus aus dem Sohn (é 700 Yiod), 
weil es in der Gottheit nur Einen Anfang (dpy%), Eine Ursache 
(airéa) gibt, durch welche alles, was in der Gottheit ist, hervorge- 
bracht wird. (De Hide Orthod. 1. 8: é rod Yiod 8% 76 Tvedua ob 
Aéyouer, Ivedua St Yiod ovomaloper.) 


? I owe my copy to the kindness of the Rev. Prebendary Meyrick. 
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3. Der h, Geist geht aus aus dem Vater durch den Sohn 
(De Fide Orthod. 1. 12: 76 8% Tvedpa 7d "Ayiov éexdavtopixn Too 
Kpuptov tis Oedryros Svvamus rod Harpds, é« Tarpds piv 80 Yiod 
extropevopevyn. Lbidem: Yiod dé Uvetpa, ovy ws éé attod, GAN obs 80 
avrod éx Tot Marpos éxxopevduevov. C. Manich. n. + Sud rob doyou 
avrov é€ avrod To Lvetpa. avrod éexropevopevov. De Hymno Trisag. 
n.28 ; Iveta to "Ayiov ex rod Harpos Sud rod Yiod cat Adyou mpotov. 
fom. in Sabb.s.n.4: rotr aypiv éore 70 Aarpevopevov...vetpa 
“Ayuov tod @eod xat Ilatpds, ws e& adtod éxropevopevov, drep Kal Tot 
Yiov A€yerar, ds S¢ avrod pavepovmevoy Kat rH ricer peraddSdpevor, 
GAN ovK €€ avtod exov 77HVv Urapéw). 

4. Der h. Geist ist das Bild des Sohnes, des Bildes des 
Vaters (De Fide Orthod. 1. 13: «ixdv rod Tarpos 6 Yids, kal rod Yiot 
To IIveda,) aus dem Vater ausgehend und im Sohne ruhend als 
dessen ausstrahlende Kraft (De Fide Orthod. 1. 7: tot Tarpds 
TPoepXYowevynv Kal €v TS Adyw Gvaravopevyv Kal aitod odcav éxhavTt- 
Knv Svvapwv. Lbidem 1. 12: Uaryp...did dAdyou wpoBorgcts éxpav- 
topikod Ilvevparos). 

5. Der h. Geist ist die personliche Hervorbringung aus dem 
Vater, dem Sohne angehorig, aber nicht aus dem Sohn, weil er der 
Geist des Mundes der Gottheit ist, welcher das Wort ausspricht. 
(De Hymno Trisag. n. 28: to Ivetpo évurdctarov éxropevpa Kal 
mpoBAnpa ex Uarpos pev, Yiod dé, cal pn e& Yiod, ws Iveta oroparos 
@covd, Adyou efayyeATuKdv.) 

6. Der h. Geist bildet die Vermittlung zwischen dem Vater 
und dem Sohn-und ist durch den Sohn mit dem Vater verbunden 
(De Fide Orthod. i. 13: pécov 10d ayevvy}rov Kal yevvyrod kal 8 Yiod 


. 


3 Larpt cvvarrdpevov) 
76 Iarpt Op : 





[The Report of the Committee of Convocation has now been 
presented to both Houses of Convocation, although not yet discussed. 
Through the courtesy of the Chairman, I have received a copy in time 
to print here the decision at which the Committee have arrived. After 
examining each of the six resolutions in detail, they conclude: 

“The Committee having thus, in accordance with the instructions 
of the Upper and Lower Houses of this Convocation, reviewed these 
Resolutions, report :—that they do not find in them anything contra- 
dictory to the Formularies of the Church of England, or contrariant 
to sound doctrine, or that may not be held with a safe conscience.” ] 
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